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ABSTRACT
RETROFITTING EDUCATORS THROUGH SHELTERED INSTRUCTION
TRAINING: A LONGITUDINAL CASE STUDY EXAMINING THE EFFICACY OF
A FIVE-YEAR DISTRICT-WIDE INTERVENTION EFFORT

MAY 2019

MARISA FERRARO, B.A., DICKINSON COLLEGE
M.S., SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Laura Valdiviezo

This dissertation examines the impact of a district-wide professional development
initiative to foster equitable pedagogies and practices for emergent bilingual students.
The initiative spanned five years, 2012-2017, across one of the largest school districts in
the Northeast. This quasi-experimental, mixed methods case study was conducted across
twelve schools to investigate the efficacy of a sheltered instruction professional
development program in three areas: 1) teacher learning and knowledge about sheltered
instructional practices (n=1457) and application of the newly learned practices (n=70), 2)
student learner outcomes, as measured by a standardized assessment, through three
cohorts of third through eighth graders (n=457) and teachers (n=144). Parameters for the
three teacher cohorts are defined by levels of professional development completed. All
educators throughout the district completed an Initial training, consisting of 15 hours of
instruction. A smaller group of educators completed an Advanced training, comprised of
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25 hours of instruction with a job embedded component. Lastly, this study synthesizes
teachers’ voices that call for specific administrative shifts and supports to effectively
implement sheltered practices in the classroom.
Student data (n=457) and teacher survey responses (n=1943) were analyzed to
forward the conversation about evaluation and sustainability of professional development
workshops. Based upon the examination of standardized assessment data, no statistically
significant effects were found in the performance of classrooms whose teachers
completed 0, 15 or 45 hours of professional development. However, data from teachers
surveyed who completed minimally fifteen hours of training illuminated the challenges of
using standardized assessments and the lack of district support to effectively implement
sheltered strategies. Additionally, teacher surveys highlighted the need for instructional
guidance, resources and administrative support required to effect change in implementing
and sustaining sheltered pedagogies and practices.
In summary, this dissertation study engages with three lines of inquiry by, 1)
examining educational equity for emergent bilinguals by (re)defining academic language
and access to meaningful instruction, 2) investigating the efficacy of a professional
development program aligned with pedagogically sound practices that cultivate language,
community and academic achievement, and 3) advocating for alternative approaches in
supporting teachers and leadership that engage dual language learners in high quality
learning experiences.
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CHAPTER 1
LINGUISTIC SUPERDIVERSITY IN SCHOOLS

1.1 Introduction
In the last years much attention has been paid to immigration and issues
surrounding the education of children in the United States who have a dominant language
other than English. Immigration trends over the past twenty-five years point to the
substantial rise of immigrants, causing the foreign-born population to double in size.
This trend, coupled with the numbers of children born in this country as secondgeneration immigrants who speak a language other than English in their communities,
has had a profound impact on our education system.
The growing diversity of students in public schools throughout the United States
has raised important questions with regard to how students learning English and content
simultaneously succeed academically. There has been considerable debate surrounding
the education of English learners, the achievement gap between English learners and nonEnglish learners as well as what constitutes effective instructional practices. Perhaps one
of the greatest challenges schools have faced most recently is finding qualified teachers
to best meet the educational needs of all students, including those most at risk to
graduate. Despite the fact that the national four-year graduate rate for high school
students increased slightly to 66.9 in 2016, the subgroup identified as English learners
lags furthest behind.
According to a recent report from The Condition of Education (NCES, 2017) the
percentage of public school students in the United States who were English learners was
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higher in school year 2014–15 or 9.4 percent or 4.6 million students than in 2004–05 or
9.1 percent or 4.3 million students, (nces.ed.gov/fastfacts). The majority of English
learners are born in the United States and speak a language other than English before
entering public school. In fact, 85% of English learners in grades PreK through grade 5
are U.S. citizens while 62% in grades 6 through 12 are U.S. citizens. The challenge of
educating linguistically and culturally diverse students is overwhelming. This issue has
been front and center of many conversations about public education today. There are
many reasons why the education of English learners has received much attention in the
last few decades.

1.1.1 Trending Demographics
First and foremost, the quantity of students entering U.S. public schools who
aren’t proficient in English continues to rise. Whether born here or abroad, the numbers
of students for whom English is not their native language have increased, although
Spanish was the predominant language spoken by both immigrant and U.S.-born English
learners. Approximately eighty percent of English learners speak Spanish, while the
percentage distribution of ELs of other home languages drops considerably. The average
number of English learners enrolled in public schools in urban areas is fourteen percent,
in suburban areas is nearly 9 percent and rural areas average 4 percent, (NCES, The
Condition of Education 2017). The increase in student population in schools requires
special instruction to help English learners acquire both English language and content
simultaneously.
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To further complicate demographics, most recent foreign-born arrive with limited
education in their native countries and are from lower socio-economic backgrounds than
immigrants in earlier waves (Haneda, 2014b, p. 88). These two facts compound the
challenge of educating the foreign-born ELs because they enter the United States at an
educational disadvantage and higher illiteracy when compared to previous immigrants.
This data suggests more work has to be done upon entering our schools in terms of
initially teaching literacy as opposed to transferring literacy and building context and
background knowledge rather than activating background knowledge. These factors may
contribute to a widening achievement gap between ELs and non-English learner students
over the last decade (Haneda, 2014b).

1.2 Measuring Student Achievement
According to the Migration Policy Institute, the numbers of language learners are
spread throughout the United States with higher population rates in California, New
Mexico, Nevada, Texas, and Colorado while Connecticut and Massachusetts reflect the
national average of approximately 7 percent. Regardless of which state these students
find themselves in schools, many ELs struggled because they have had “little to no access
to quality instruction tailored to their needs…despite the fact that 90% are enrolled in EL
programs,” (National Council of La Raza, 2016).
English learners fall behind their non-English learner peers on two important
measures of academic success: graduation rates and scores on standardized assessments.
Graduation rates between ELs and non-ELs ranges significantly across the United States
from a 3 percent difference (Arkansas: 84% ELs, 87% non-ELs) to a 58 percent
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difference (Arizona: 18% ELs, 76% non-ELs). Connecticut and Massachusetts
graduation rate differentials between ELs and non-ELs hovers around 24%.
In a research brief published by Child Trends (Murphey, 2014), data from the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) was collected from English
learners in fourth grade for reading and in eighth grade for mathematics. Assessment
data was retrieved from these grades for literacy and mathematics because high scores for
early literacy has been correlated to academic success in subsequent grades while math
fluency in eighth grade has been used as a marker for of a student’s ability to succeed in
coursework towards secondary and post-secondary degrees (Murphey, 2014, p. 1).
Nationally speaking, 31% of ELs scored at basic or above levels in fourth grade reading
assessments compared to 72% of non-ELs. With regard to eight grade mathematics
assessments, 31% of ELs scored at basic or above levels compared to 75% of non-ELs’,
representing an achievement gap of about 40% between ELs and non-ELs for both
literacy and math assessments. This gap has been remained consistent for the last fifteen
years.
This introduction has reported on two significant trends within the fields of
migration and student diversity across public schools in recent decades. The growing
number of linguistically diverse students who are dominant in a language other than
English represents a significant shift in United States’ immigration patterns. These
seismic shifts have introduced a new and complex type of diversity to our public schools
which has had profound impact on the federal and local education policies, curriculum,
and instruction. The impact is multifaceted because of the diversity within the diversity,
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recently referred to as superdiversity (Park, M., Zong, J, & Batalova, J., 2018), a term
originally coined by social anthropologist, Vertovec.
A closer analysis of the families of English learners shows that the majority of
students are U.S. born and that at least one parent speaks a language other than English,
giving rise to the term dual language learners (DLLs), which makes all languages learned
visible. Children from these families enter English-speaking schools and are, in fact,
learning minimally two languages.

1.3 Implications for Educators
The superdiversity of dual language learners makes the practice of their education
complex mainly due to the diversity within three areas: race and ethnicity and the
connections and disconnections of school-based practices in America, parental education
in relation to formal school and literacy practices, and languages spoken and their
similarities and differences to that of English, the language of instruction in most schoolbased programs. Dual language learners represent a variety of languages and
proficiencies within these languages, e.g. 24% of DLLs’ families speak English less than
very well, (Park, M., Zong, J, & Batalova, J., 2018). The increase of dual language
learners has been responsible for driving the growth of the childhood population at a time
when the non-dual language learner population has experienced a decline. Dual
language learners now account for one-third of the children between the ages of 0 and 8,
(Park, M., Zong, J, & Batalova, J., 2018).
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The net result of the increase of dual language learners spurred by immigration
and refugee resettlement has problematized the ways schools design, deliver and ensure
equal access to high quality instruction. I return now to the recent report from the
Migration Policy Institute, Growing Superdiversity among Young U.S. Dual Language
Learners and Its Implications (2018), to focus on “its implications.” The report issues a
call for research to develop instructional practices, based on sound pedagogy for
linguistically and culturally diverse students, to support the latest surge of superdiverse
students.
This recommendation validates the work that has been done in bilingual and dual
language settings when Spanish is the native language of the majority of language
learners (Echevarria & Short, 2000; Thomas & Collier, 2009, 2017). However, the
reality is that most often teachers do not share a common language, culture or experience
as their DLLs. Therefore, alternative pedagogical approaches are necessary.
“Professional development and teacher training that prepare educators and other staff to
work effectively in superdiverse contexts are also necessary to support successful
instruction,” (Park, M., Zong, J, & Batalova, J., 2018).

1.3.1 Failing to Meet Demands of Superdiversity
The current state of education falls short of meeting the needs of dual language
learners in three ways. Current teachers report feeling somewhat confident in terms of
differentiation for cognitive levels but when linguistic varieties and competencies are
layered within the cognitive differentiation and paired with additional diversities (defined
as superdiverse), the task of educating all students becomes simply overwhelming.
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1.3.1.1 Teachers Cite Lack of Pre-service Preparation
The most recent National Teacher and Principal Survey reported that among all
public-school teachers who took graduate or undergraduate courses before their first year
of teaching, only 38 percent had any coursework on teaching English learners (Taie &
Goldring, 2017).
At the current time, no national standards exist for teacher education programs to
prepare mainstream teachers to teach English learners, (TESOL, 2013). According to
Ballantyne, Sanderman & Levy’s 2008 roundtable report on building teacher capacity
around ELs, only 20 states require that teachers working with ELs have professional
development in this area. The quality and extent of this professional development
program varies considerably from state to state but some of the more specific programs
for pre-service teachers were found in Arizona, New York, California, and Florida.
Given the disparity in the degree and consistency of professional development
programs specifically related to English learners, teacher education programs have been
called upon to spiral an ESL component to their education coursework (TESOL, 2013).
“Compounding the ESL teacher training issue is the fact that, although most ELs spend
the majority of their school day with content-area teachers, no national standards exist for
teacher education programs to prepare content-area teachers to work with ELs. Many
pre-service teacher training programs have not yet aligned their curricula with the new
demands of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS),” (TESOL, 2013, p. 6).

1.3.1.2 Shortage of Qualified In-service Teachers
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Recent data from the Teacher Shortage Area national listing (Cross, 2016)
highlights the shortage of teachers trained and certified in both Bilingual Language
Education (BLE) and Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). Since
2000, there has been a consistent shortage of BLE and TESOL certified teachers in
Connecticut and Massachusetts in every year that TSA proposals were submitted. Thirtytwo states did not have enough qualified teachers to teach English learners in 2016
(Cross, 2016). Qualified teachers include in-service teachers who have certifications in
ESL, bilingual and/or dual-language education.

1.3.1.3 Limited Access to High-quality Professional Development
To compound the issues of lack of pre-service education surrounding
linguistically diverse students and qualified BLE and TESOL certified teachers, there has
been limited professional development for in-service teachers to learn about alternative
pedagogies to meet the needs of dual language learners (DiCerbo, Anstrom, Backer &
Rivera, 2014).
Several recently published studies have called for the increase in robust
professional development in the area of educating culturally and linguistically diverse
students. More specifically, research has shown professional development that lasts more
than 14 hours is more likely to affect student learning, (DeMonte, 2013). Additionally,
professional development that is directly linked to the teacher’s subject area is considered
more useful than a professional development on second language acquisition (Ballantyne,
Sanderman and Levy, 2008).
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Professional development that supports teacher learning of “alternative
pedagogical approaches” (Park, M., Zong, J, & Batalova, J., 2018) needs to extend
beyond the confines of the professional development programs. Tellez and Waxman
(2004) found that school districts must also find ways to build comprehensive, long-term
professional development programs that extend teachers’ learning and teaching to support
academic English development in students (as cited in DiCerbo, Anstrom, Baker, &
Rivera, 2014, p. 47). It is equally important as the training to create ways that sustain
practices and pedagogies learned in professional development programs (Teller and
Waxman, 2004).
In summary, while the numbers of superdiverse steadily increase, educators
struggle to meet their educational needs due to: 1) insufficient preparation for all teachers
throughout pre-service education programs; 2) the lack of certified and qualified teachers
in the fields of BLE and TESOL, and; 3) limited availability of high-quality professional
development that offer alternative pedagogical approaches to support dual language
learners, e.g. sheltered instruction approaches (Echevarria & Short, 2008).
1.4 Shifts in National Education Policy
Significant changes have also played out on the national and local political stage
that directly impact the policies that address the education of all dual language learners.
Concurrent to the shifts reported in student diversity and teacher preparation, the U.S.
Department of Education enacted Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which prioritizes
the needs of language learners.
In this same year ESSA was signed (2015), the Departments of Education and
Justice disseminated a letter to local education agencies, commonly referred to as the
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Dear Colleague Letter (“Dear Colleague Letter,” 2019). The message was clear. In
addition to holding school districts accountable for identifying and reporting the progress
of all dual language learners, the letter clearly stated the legal obligation schools have
under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to make curriculum accessible to all students. An
excerpt reads:
“in order for public schools to comply with their legal obligations under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), they must take affirmative steps to
ensure that students with limited English proficiency (LEP) can meaningfully
participate in their educational program and services”

Teachers are legally obligated to make academic content comprehensible and
accessible to all language learners. In order to meaningfully participate in educational
programs and services, the task for English learners is twofold: simultaneously learn the
content and the academic language required to successfully understand and engage with
that content.

1.5 Problem Statement
To ensure that teachers provide dual language learners meaningful access to
curriculum, I return to the third point articulated earlier in this chapter in my explanation
of why the current state of education falls short of meeting the needs of dual language
learners: limited availability of high-quality professional development that offer
alternative pedagogical approaches. There are few studies that have quantitatively or
qualitatively evaluated instructional approaches to teach dual language learners (DiCerbo,
Anstrom, Baker, & Rivera, 2014). The need to implement approaches to help effectively
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educate English learners has outpaced the research time needed to evaluate pre-service
teacher-education and in-service professional development programs.
In few studies, teachers self-report professional development programs such as
workshops as effective and knowledge learned as useful (Gleeson, 2008; Lee, 2004; Lee
et al., 2008) but the degree to which their newly acquired knowledge has shaped their
pedagogy and, subsequently, impacted the education of dual language learners has yet to
be determined. In the last few years, the call for practice and research has intensified for
evaluation of teacher training programs that are designed to develop teacher knowledge
of alternative pedagogical approaches effective for dual language learners (DiCerbo,
Anstrom, Baker & Rivera, 2014; Park, Zong & Batalova, 2018; Wei, Darling-Hammond
& Adamson, 2010).

1.6 Context of Study
This dissertation research answers the critical and timely call for the research and
evaluation of teacher education programs that seek to prepare educators to effectively
work with English learners. One such school district has embraced the opportunity to
support educators in delivering high quality education to all students, specifically
learning about effective ways to teach English learners.
This dissertation reports on the efforts of one large, urban school district in the
Northeast that began a district-wide professional development initiative for the primary
purpose of improving the instruction of two thousand English learners throughout the
district. This longitudinal mixed-methods case study examines the efficacy of a
professional development program for every educator to complete minimally fifteen
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hours of research-based, instructional recommendations for educating English learners.
The district-wide professional development effort began in 2011 and spanned a period of
five years.
In 2011, the district’s assistant superintendent set a high goal: over a five-year
period, every educator was required to complete minimally 15 hours of professional
development in sheltered instruction (by 2016). In fact, the assistant superintendent, in
collaboration with administrators and with guidance from the Department of Justice,
created a menu of professional development experiences to best fit the specific needs of
the various educators throughout this large district. A second cadre of literacy coaches,
content specialists, and administrators were required to complete 25 hours, which
included an application and coaching component. Lastly, a third cadre of self-selected
educators, were required to complete 45 workshop hours, to include an extended
application and coaching.
Every teacher, specialist, administrator, paraprofessional and tutor district-wide
was categorized into these three cohorts of workshop experience based upon their
instructional hours with language learners: a) minimally 15 hours of direct instruction in
Best Instructional Practices for Effectively Educating English Learners, (Verplaetse and
Ferraro, 2011); b) minimally 25 hours of direct instruction in Best Instructional Practices
for Effectively Educating English Learners, (Verplaetse and Ferraro, 2011) plus extra
workshop modules about language difference versus language development, peer
coaching to build school capacity; and c) 45 hours of direction instruction in Best
Instructional Practices for Effectively Educating English Learners, (Verplaetse and
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Ferraro, 2011) described in cohorts a and b plus twenty additional hours of job imbedded
training from district hired EL instructional specialists.
1.7 Pilot Study
As this professional development endeavor came to a close in 2016, several
questions were initially worth exploring. Hence, I piloted an exploratory research project
(Ferraro, 2017) that set out to answer the question, was this professional development
initiative effective? If so, how can it be measured? Specifically, the initial pilot,
organized as an explanatory sequential study, identified two areas of foci:
1) do any of the varieties in length and format (15-hour workshop, 25-hour
workshop, 45-hour workshop) of this specific professional development
workshop, Best Instructional Practices for Effectively Educating English
Learners (Verplaetse and Ferraro, 2014), result in improved standardized reading
assessment scores for English learners (n=118)?
2) immediately following the first ten hours of workshop, what have teachers
(n=287) reported they need in order to effectively implement the newly learned
sheltered strategies at their classroom level and their school/district level?
Student data and teacher survey responses were analyzed to forward the
conversation about assessment and sustainability of professional development programs
for in-service teachers. Based upon the examination of standardized reading assessment
data from the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI), no statistically significant effects
(p=0.90) were found in the performance of ELs in classrooms whose teachers received 0,
15 or 45 hours of sheltered instruction workshops. However, data from teachers
surveyed who completed minimally fifteen hours of workshops illuminated the

13

challenges of using standardized data to assess ELs and the lack of district support to
effectively implement sheltered strategies.
1.7.1 Pilot Study Concluded, Questions Unanswered
At the conclusion of the pilot study (Ferraro, 2017), I posed four possible
scenarios to explain the data analysis: 1. teachers gained no new knowledge; 2. teachers
gain new knowledge, but this new knowledge does not lead to new applied behavior; 3.
teachers gain new knowledge and new behaviors, but student shows no improvement in
learning; and 4. teachers gain new knowledge and behaviors and students show
improvement.
1. Workshop participants gained no new knowledge and, consequently, adopted no
new behaviors in teaching pedagogy. The pilot study (Ferraro, 2017) did not
flesh out whether or not teachers gained new knowledge. This data exceeded the
scope of the initial pilot study. However, at the end of ten hours, teachers
identify three new (sheltered) strategies they intend to try in their classrooms.
Using this as an additional data point in a comprehensive study may suggest that
participants did gain new knowledge. This new data is introduced in this case
study.
2. Workshop participants gained new knowledge, but exhibit no new behaviors. The
analysis of the workshop’s culminating gallery walk activity to survey teachers
suggests they have gained new knowledge and, with that, recommendations for
their administration. However, the teachers’ voices pointed to restraints in
curriculum, supports and standardized assessments as factors limiting change in
their teaching practices. This data is critical in conceptually framing what
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teachers need in order to implement sheltered practices and, therefore, adopt new
behaviors.
3. Workshop participants have gained new knowledge, adopted new behavior but
their students show no improvement. Teachers may have learned and applied
their newly learned sheltered strategies in their classrooms. Ideally, this new
knowledge and behavior would have yielded higher rates of growth in their ELs
than teachers who have not participated in the sheltered instruction professional
development. However, the measured outcome, the standardized assessment
(SRI) may not be an appropriate tool to adequately measure reading proficiency
for language learners, as it is normed for native English speakers. This
consideration suggests future steps to consider in extending this study: create a
tool (survey) for teachers to assess their behaviors, ie. to what extent are they
frontloading vocabulary, modifying text, etc. both before and after the
professional development workshops. In this case study, a survey has been
designed to collect data to determine if pedagogical changes were made to
teachers’ behavior.
4. Teachers demonstrated new knowledge and subsequent newly learned behaviors
and students show improvement. While this option is the ideal, this study
suggests that other student outcome data would be required. Next steps to
consider in extending this study would include choosing authentic measures of
assessment in which ELs have multiple modalities to demonstrate what they
know.
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1.8. Research Questions
Informed by the results of the pilot study (Ferraro, 2017) with fourth and fifth
grade teachers and students, this dissertation study seeks to answer the original questions
posed while expanding the questions based upon the suggestions marked in numbers 1
and 3 above. This sequential explanatory mixed methods study explores four major
research questions.
1.8.1 Measuring Teacher Learning
The first research question enumerated below addresses teacher learning as a
result of completing the professional development program. A hypothesis is that after
teachers had completed the first 15 hours of training, they take away new learnings that
may shape their pedagogy. Once participants complete professional development
programs, they report the changes to their perception and practice of working with
culturally and linguistically diverse students. I include this question to explore the
relationship between teachers’ reported learnings with teachers’ subsequent shifts in
behavior and practice.
One of my hypotheses is that teachers have meaningfully engaged with the ideas
of sheltered instruction and understand it well upon completion of the professional
development program. However, this may or may not be evident in the practice, while
teaching English learners. In other words, teacher have gained new understandings and
strategies to effectively educate their students but that these newly learned strategies are
not applied in their practices during instructional interactions with English learners.
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1) Have participants gained new knowledge of alternative teaching approaches
for language learners as a result of completing this professional development
initiative?
I’d like to problematize the notion that teachers can readily implement and apply
new learnings into their classroom subsequent to a professional development workshop.
This idea merits a deeper analysis that is complicated and enriched when compared to the
data that would result from the third research question of this dissertation study.
2) Have workshop participants adopted new behaviors as a result of acquiring
knowledge of alterative pedagogical approaches? Have teachers applied their
newly learned sheltered strategies in their classrooms?

1.8.2 Measuring Student Performance
The third research question posed in this dissertation study is examined in an
effort to contribute to and counter against the notion that the efficacy of teacher
professional development and further education will have a direct correlation to student
academic achievement, as evident in student outcomes, most often standardized
assessments scores. Based upon the results yielded in the pilot study (Ferraro, 2017)
which engaged a similar question as number 3 below, the findings suggested there was no
significant difference between the reading assessment scores of students whose teachers
completed more professional development workshops than the assessment scores of
students whose teachers had completed fewer hours of professional development
workshops.
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However, one limitation of the pilot study (Ferraro, 2017) was that there were too
few students in each group, e.g. n=16 students whose teachers had not completed any
professional development workshops in how to effectively work with English learners
and n=65 students who teachers had completed all 45 hours of workshops, to include
authentic application of newly learned strategies in a classroom setting and coaching
during observation and lesson planning. Nonetheless the pilot study (Ferraro, 2017),
though limited to only fourth and fifth grade students and teachers, informed this
subsequent, more inclusive study insofar as I suspect that the first research question listed
below will not yield a statistically significant difference among the three cohorts of
teachers who have had varying degrees (0 to 45 hours) of education in sheltered
instructional practices.
3) What results emerge from comparing the quantitative reading assessment
scores of language learners who were taught for one academic year by
participants who had and had not completed Best Instructional Practices for
Effectively Educating English Learners (Verplaetse and Ferraro, 2011):
a. cohort 1 (control group completed 0 hours of workshops);
b. cohort 2 (participants completed 15 hours of workshops);
c. cohort 3 (participants completed 40 hours of workshops)
Though I suspect cohorts 1, 2, and 3 of teachers’ students will have comparable
results, I include this line of research inquiry for the purpose of engaging in counternarrative that is a constructive and positive contribution to the way teachers are
evaluated. In this era of high-stakes testing and performance driven results, teachers are
evaluated based upon the academic progress and achievement of their students. A lack of
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growth in standardized assessment scores, say from a pre-to post score over the course of
an academic year, may not necessarily be indicative of a lack of knowledge gained on the
part of English learners, primarily because standardized assessments are normed for
native English speakers. Yet the results of standardized assessments are included in the
data that school administrators privilege in determining student academic growth and,
subsequently, teacher performance.
Hence, I include this analysis of student scores to contextualize, deepen and
further the conversation of educator professional development. If educators engage with
meaningful, purposeful and high-quality professional development workshops, is the
evident that teachers learned new pedagogies and, as a result, changed instructional
practices? Moreover, is this shift in instructional practices to effectively educating dual
language learners borne out by standardized assessment scores of the teachers’ students?

1.8.3 Examining Institutional Support of the Newly Learned Practices
Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, once every educator in the district has
completed their prescribed number of professional development workshop hours, what
are the teachers reporting they need in order to implement sheltered practices? The data
that this question yields has great potential for empowering teachers and informing the
leadership. By surveying teachers and recording their needs, administrators can choose
how to respond. Leaderships can plan appropriate levels of support to sustain and further
the sheltered instruction practices learned throughout the professional development
program.
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4) What have workshop participants reported they need in order to effectively
implement the newly learned sheltered strategies at their classroom level and
their school/district level?
In my analysis of the teachers’ voices, I juxtapose their articulated needs against
the data from questions 1 through 3. In doing so, teachers’ comments are made visible
through their collective voice and are afforded agency. Institutional reform often comes
from the group up, from listening to educators. The data collected in response to this
question provides insight into critical and necessary institutional shifts that ultimately
yield effective pedagogies for dual language learners.

1.9 Significance of Study
The obligation and commitment to providing education to all students became
front and center under NCLB’s sweeping reform. Although the education of English
learners didn’t suddenly change as a result of NCLB, the policy did help put English
learners in the spotlight. The NCLB legislation helped administrators and educators see
that they were responsible for the learning of all their students, including English
learners. The fact that schools were obligated to report on the academic progress of their
English learners, both in terms of linguistic and content development, the instruction of
this subgroup then became the focus of their attention.
The lights have dimmed on the NCLB era in the last five years. Much attention,
in turn, has been given to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The mandate of
the CCSS is to delve deeper by focusing instruction to develop the academic language
required to meaningfully engage with subject-specific discourse and content. Cummins
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(2014) states, “the CCSS emphasize that teaching academic language should be a central
focus of all teachers across the curriculum and the language demands of different subject
areas should be explicitly addressed by content teachers in addition to language arts and
English-as-a-second-language (ESL) teachers” (p. 146). According to Hakuta (2011), the
new standards raise the bar for learning, the demand for language and call for a high level
of classroom discourse across the disciplines. The juncture between content area and
language before the shift to Common Core addressed vocabulary and grammar
acquisition within that content area. Today this juncture has expanded to include
vocabulary acquisition, discourse, complex text, higher order thinking skills, and syntax,
(Hakuta, 2011).
Given the focus on academic language under the CCSS, attention to language
development, for all learners including those learning English, has gained momentum
from administrators’ offices to teachers’ lunchrooms. Cummins (2014) reports on a
proliferation of research in the field about academic language and its definition, as it
applies to ELs as well as other low achieving, marginalized groups of students, but few
instructional models.
As Cummins (2014) notes, the CCSS provide little to no support for how,
instructionally speaking, educators can go about teaching and developing academic
language. How can mainstream teachers develop academic language and what does that
look like within an instructional setting? Educating linguistic minorities through
sheltered strategies, for example, has not been the focus or requirement of many teacher
preparatory programs nationwide (Ballantyne, Sanderman, & Levy, 2008;
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Téllez & Waxman, 2005; Waxman & Padrón, 2002). Furthermore, many of the
educators with whom dual language learners are placed are unprepared to adequately
meet their needs. A study conducted by Rumberger & Gándara (2005) pointed out that
the more dual language learners are placed with novice or uncertified teachers than their
native speaking peers. The national movement of sheltered instruction (Echevarria &
Graves, 2010) has played a dominant role in school and district wide professional
development programs since it began in the 1980s. It continues to dominate school
reform discourse that focuses on helping all learners succeed academically, especially
those students who are doing double the work of learning content and language
simultaneously.
With increasing numbers of dual language learners combined with the fact that
many pre-service teaching programs don’t address the education of ELs in depth
(Ballantyne, Sanderman, & Levy, 2008), administrators have supported efforts to offer
workshop opportunities for mainstream educators to learn how to effectively educate
ELs. In order to provide teachers with the tools they need to develop academic language
in this CCSS era, schools have invested in district-wide efforts to retrofit their teachers
with workshops and subsequent certifications in the areas of TESOL, bilingual education
or sheltered English instruction.
Most recently, in December of 2015, President Obama updated the NCLB
legislation with a revised bill, Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) which “was designed
to reduce the role of the Federal Government in mandating state education policy and to
provide more flexibility,” (English learner and ESSA: What Educators Needs to Know,
TESOL Press, 2016).
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Although much of the framework of ESSA is similar to NCLB in that states are
obligated to assess all students in grades 3-8 (included within this study) and once in high
school, and to disaggregate this data among subgroups to include English learners, the
main differences lie in the shifts and increased flexibility from federal to state authority.
More to the point, the overarching annual assessment guidelines remain the same but
what educators should do with the data they collect, as far as interventions, has been
intentionally left to the states to decide best. ESSA also eases the burden of tying teacher
evaluation to student performance with regard to assessments. Lastly, the ESSA
acknowledges that preparing every student for college and careers may not be the highest
priority. Perhaps more urgent and timely, ESSA calls for all students to have access to
high quality education and educators need to prioritize closing the achievement gaps
among all groups of students.
It is in this context that my dissertation aims to contribute and inform the field
along three separate, yet intrinsically related, trajectories: 1) examine educational equity
for emergent bilinguals by (re)defining academic language and access to meaningful
instruction, 2) investigate the efficacy of a professional development program aligned
with pedagogically sound practices that cultivate language, community and academic
achievement, and 3) advocate for alternative approaches in supporting teachers and
leadership that engage dual language learners in high quality learning experiences.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURES
Early research suggests that all learners, language learners especially, benefit
from instruction that targeted academic language development (Thomas & Collier, 2003;
Walqui, 2006). However, there is little consensus in the field about what constitutes
academic language, what practices are more or less effective in developing academic
English, how to meaningfully engage teachers in these practices and research to the
evaluate the effectiveness of such practices. This chapter reviews literatures to
synthesize responses to these two lines of inquiry:
1. What is academic language, more commonly referred to as academic English?
2. What implications does academic language development have for instruction?
To fully understand the context surrounding the discussion of academic language
development, it is helpful to review national education policies. Before examining the
definition of academic language, it’s critical to understand why and how academic
language development has been brought into focus.

2.1 Shifting National Policies
Recent shifts in national public education policy directly influence the contexts in
which all students engage with learning. Educational policies have had a profound
impact on the way we educate English learners in our country over the last ten years.
Two policies in particular, the No Child Left Behind Act (2002) and the more recent
Every Student Succeeds Act, (2015) have called for accountability from schools in the
ways in which student data, to include dual language learners, is reported.
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Under the era of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), initially signed into law by
President Bush in 2002, schools were responsible for a subgroup of their students
identified as English learners (or limited English proficient, LEP, a term used by the U.S.
Department of Education). The education of English learners didn’t change necessarily
as a result of NCLB. However, because of the policy English learners and their academic
progress garnered considerable attention. The legislation made administrators and
educators aware of the responsibility of teaching all students, including linguistic
minorities. The fact that schools were obligated to report the academic progress of their
language learners, in terms of linguistic and content development, the education of
English learners became a national educational priority. The NCLB law was repealed in
2015 with progress reporting and obligations to educating every student turned over to
individual states for monitoring.

2.1.1 Adopting New Standards, Prioritizing Academic Language
In recent years, considerable attention has been given to the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS). The mandate of the CCSS is to delve deeper within the content,
focusing instruction on developing academic language. “Academic language extends
beyond mere vocabulary words and grammar in isolation to articulate the ways in which
students must use specific types of language to interact with content as well as with peers
and teachers,” (TESOL International Association, p. 7).
Cummins (2014) states, “the CCSS emphasize that teaching academic language
should be a central focus of all teachers across the curriculum and the language demands
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of different subject areas should be explicitly addressed by content teachers in addition to
language arts and English-as-a-second-language (ESL) teachers,” (p. 146).
The awareness of the language required to succeed in subject-specific classes and
the intentionality of its use has been the topics of many educator conferences and
professional development workshops. According to Hakuta (2011), the new standards
raise the bar for learning, the demand for language and call for a high level of classroom
discourse across the disciplines. The juncture between content area and language before
the shift to common core addressed vocabulary and grammar acquisition within that
content area. Today this juncture has expanded to include vocabulary acquisition,
discourse, complex text, higher order thinking skills, and syntax. (Hakuta, 2011).
Given the focus on academic language under the CCSS, Cummins (2014) reports
on a proliferation in research in the field about academic language and its definition, as it
applies to ELs as well as other low achieving, marginalized groups of students.
However, there is simultaneously much confusion about the definition and nature of
academic language, its subsequent development in the classroom through effective
instructional practices. Cummins (2014) notes, that the CCSS provide little to no support
for how, instructionally speaking, educators could or should teach academic English.
In summary, the influx of English learners coupled with a shortage of qualified
teachers to teach ELs and inadequate preparation and training for mainstream teachers
(Tellez & Waxman, 2006) has contributed to a significant achievement gap by 4 th and 8th
grades (Murphey, 2014), cumulatively leading to a differential between graduation rates
between ELs and non ELs. The ESSA and the CCSS have called for “all students,
including ELs, to master academic language so that they can successfully perform CCSS-
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required tasks as persuading, citing evidence, and engaging with complex information
texts,” (TESOL International Association, 2014, p. 7). While educators try to best meet
the needs of English learners they are left with few instructional models and even less
research concerning the effectiveness of such practices (Coleman and Goldenberg, 2012).

2.2 “Academic English” Rooted in the BICS/CALP Distinction
When the numbers of English learners entering U.S. public schools began to rise
sharply researchers began examining the relationship between academic language and
academic content. In the early 1980s, Cummins (1981, 1984) demonstrated the
differences between the kinds of academic and social uses of language in an effort to
explain the achievement gap between ELs and non-ELs.
In Cummins’ seminal work (1984) on what became widely known in the field as
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP), he argued that all students come to school with social language,
BICS, as a foundation and precursor to learning CALP. Once in school, students build on
this foundation to develop CALP, a language used to talk about the academic content of
their lessons.
Cummins’ (1984) original articulation of BICS and CALP created a dichotomized
view of language, which has largely shaped ways in which language varieties are viewed
today. Subsequent research within this paradigm carried these lines of inquiry further,
expanded upon them, and pushed against them in various ways.

2.2.1 Privileging Academic English
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Before further unpacking academic English and its instructional implications, it’s
critical to understand the full context of language variation and use in America. It is
important to understand the broader context in which the conversation about academic
English is unfolding in our country. The expertise and opinions of people from higher
education and the general public have entered into the national discourse about academic
language (Valdés, 2004). Voices that make up the “public sphere” (Valdés, 2004)
include parents, community leaders, educators, community based organizations, and
policy groups while the voices heard in “scholarly circles” (Valdés, 2004) include experts
who research language learning.
Valdés claims, “all public discussions relating to academic language, no matter
how neutral, are currently taking place in a context that is influenced by ideologies about
the standard language” (2004, p. 105). Cummins (2014) concurs with Valdés (2004) in
claiming there are unequal relations of power in our classrooms. Therefore, no
interactions within this space are neutral. The disadvantages become educational when a
school fails to respond to the growing needs of our linguistic minorities. “The creation of
actual educational disadvantage is not socially determined by the realities outside the
school. Rather, it is a dynamic process which is socially constituted in the structures of
schooling and in the interactions between teachers and students,” (Cummins, 2014, p.
148).
Supporters of Standard English hold firmly to the belief that English is in
jeopardy of erosion. This concern is expressed within the public sphere (Valdés, 2004).
From this perspective, the multilingualism of America has, to some extent, diluted or
diminished the prominence and integrity of Standard English. To this group, academic

28

English is synonymous to Standard English and this is the English that should be taught
and reinforced in schools (Valdés, 2004). In these terms, academic English is defined as
the structure of the language, the grammar and mechanics of reading and writing. School
children need to learn the proper means of speaking, listening, reading and writing. This
belief applies to English learners as well as English speakers of various dialects.
Standing adjacent to proponents of Standard English are those who believe in the
English-Only movement. Supporters of this movement believe English should be the
only language of instruction, leaving little space for learners themselves to use their
native language in classrooms. Valdés states, “hegemonic voices argue for teaching the
standard language to the underprivileged, while counter-hegemonic voices argue that
insisting on the standard will only continue to maintain the position of the powerful who
already speak the privileged variety of language,” (2004, p. 106). The voices within the
public sphere are concerned with the influx of immigrants and the integrity of the English
language. As more immigrants arrive to this country, they fear English will be lost.
Proponents of the English-Only movement have protested against bilingual education
and, in some states, have prevailed.
It is not the goal of this literature review to recount ongoing debates between the
hegemonic and counter hegemonic voices within both the scholarly and public spheres
(Valdés, 2004). However, language varieties, use, and policy have a long and
controversial place in our country’s history, as one founded on immigrant beliefs and
language ideologies. This review will first synthesize the ways in which academic
language has been theorized over the last two decades. Secondly, what instructional
implications does academic language development have in the context of the classroom?
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Thirdly, how can mainstream teachers be prepared to teach academic language and,
lastly, have the practices that support academic language development been evaluated as
effective by current research?

2.3 Guiding Theoretical Framework
Although the definitions of academic language may differ, the researchers
represented in the literatures in this analysis share common beliefs about second language
acquisition. Gee (2014) believes languages are acquired, that humans are biologically
predisposed to acquisition at birth (Chomsky, 1995). This is particularly relevant to his
notion of social languages as everyday vernaculars. It is upon this “innate knowledge
that more specific specialist, academic vernaculars are constructed,” (Gee, 2014, p. 4).
Beyond Gee’s (2014) innate knowledge, Cummins (2014) articulates the need for
comprehensible, scaffolded language input as well as opportunities for scaffolded and
meaningful output in order to acquire academic language.
Much of the conversation surrounding academic language and its implications for
classroom instruction addresses language learning and use, rather than acquisition.
Researchers included in this synthesis situate themselves in sociocultural traditions of
language learning and use. That is, they view “language learning in real-world situations
as fundamental, not ancillary to learning. These researchers focus on language as input,
but as a resource for participation in the kinds of activities our everyday lives comprise,”
(Zuengler & Miller, 2006, p. 38). It is within these instances, or situations as Gee (2014)
defines, that learning occurs through participation within a group, a community of
learners. Gee (2014) refers to this notion as situated learning theory, elaborating that
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learners are apprenticed into the language practices of various “clubs” (Gee, 2014) or
communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991).
The researchers’ beliefs in this synthesis are rooted in Vygotskyian (1978)
learning theory. That is, people use language to negotiate, clarify and, ultimately, coconstruct thoughts and ideas. “When leaners appropriate meditational means, such as
language, made available as they interact in socially meaningful activities, these learners
gain control over their own mental activity,” (Zuengler & Miller, 2006, p. 39). Applied
to this context, the language that learners use in the classrooms and the significance of the
situations may influence how that learner comes to understand and, subsequently use,
academic language.

2.4 Methodology of Review of the Literatures
This section addresses the approach used in organizing this literature review.
Two lines of inquiry drove the literature searches to create this review:
1) Definitions and constructs of academic language produced a plethora of results.
Intentional decisions were made to use Cummins’ work from 1984 and his more
recent work from 2014 to bookend the views of academic language and to
highlight the evolution of this discussion. Between the bookends, the review is
shaped by theorizing academic language in three broad categories: formal,
functional and forward, (van Lier & Walqui, 2012). Literature is represented
from these three epistemologies.
2) What implications does academic language development have for instruction
yielded fewer results. There may be implications in terms of likely results if
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students come to learn a greater depth of academic language but few pathways in
how to achieve those results. Several instructional frameworks and protocols are
shared in this analysis as possible approaches to teach academic language.
Perhaps the most popular protocol has been formalized as SIOP: Sheltered
Instructional Observation Protocol (Echevarria, Vogt, &, Short, 2000), while the
instructional framework is more generally referred to as sheltered instruction.
Research has been done in the last decade with regard to isolated instructional
strategies, e.g. vocabulary development, modeling language.

In addition to the two lines of inquiry that guided this literature review, several
additional pieces were included. Literature that addressed the centrality and
interconnectedness of cultivating classroom identity through language learning and
appropriation were included. These topics are introduced in the third section of the
defining academic language, language as agency. The construct of identity with regard to
language and learning development is also addressed in the second section, review of
instructional practices.
Specifically, Cummins’ (2014) literacy engagement framework emphasizes the
value and necessity of affirming learners’ identity. Cummins (2013) discusses the
multiple ways educators leverage and capitalize on learners’ native language and
background as a resource in developing literacy skills and in adopting new identities as
they apprentice into new communities. Gebhard, Harman, & Seger (2007) use an
instructional practice of systemic functional linguistics to help a language learner assert
her opinions (and subsequently shape identity) through writing to her school’s
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administration. Pieces that exclusively focused on identity and culture were excluded
from this review.
The literatures included in this chapter represent a broad range of texts in the field
to include: peer reviewed journal articles, policy documents, census reports, policy
papers, industry handbooks, and online resources. A heuristic was completed for
approximately twenty-five of the more than a hundred references included in this
dissertation and identified as pivotal in this review. The following categories were
included as part of the heuristic to process each piece: keywords, research questions,
significance of study/piece, what problem does it claim to address, text type, description
of research, participants, methods, critique, main findings/summary, constructs and
concepts theorized, key quotes, and references. To further deconstruct the literatures,
connections or disconnections between and among the literatures were made visible,
noting how the researchers’ constructed their position and argument through genre moves
and disclosed blind spots.
Throughout this literature review, the main findings of each piece of literature
were summarized. As similarities began to arise, constellations were formed (discussed
later in the analysis of academic English and implications for instructional approaches).
Annotated summaries were then assigned to constellations with relationship markers to
other constellations to make visible the interconnectedness and influences with the field.
Common bonds as well as differences between or among articles determined the
constellation of affiliation. This exercise identifies the gaps and missing pieces to expand
and shift directions. After detailed annotations were completed, a grounded theory
(Wolfswinkel, J., Furtmueller, E., & Wilderom, C., 2013) approach was used to identify
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intersections of themes. As part of this analysis, an open coding system was developed to
identify commonalities and differences within constellations of research paradigm,
instructional framework that determined instructional implications and outcomes.
2.5 An Overview of the Literatures
2.5.1 Defining Academic English
There’s considerable talk in the field about the definition of academic language or
academic English, and these terms are often used synonymously. Earlier in this review,
the early work of Cummins (1981) was introduced through his distinction between social
language, related to playground talk (BICS), and the academic language used in school,
(CALP). Cummins (1981) identified the two different pieces of language, their
competencies and characteristics in terms of length of acquisition, to demystify the
confusion about English learners within educational contexts. Cummins’ impetus for
creating this distinction was to clarify or correct assessments made of English learners
based upon social language proficiency.
Some believe Cummins’ (1981) BICS versus CALP construct has been useful for
educators working with English learners over the last three decades. It has opened the
possibilities of considering the various kinds of language learners acquire and bring to
academic tasks. Cummins (1984) was among the first to categorize the kind of language
we use in our schools as different from the language used at home. As a result,
researchers, guided by this construct, have situated their views within this binary
framework. Others (Rolstad, 2015) argue this construct can be viewed as a deficit model
based upon the premise that ELs who do not succeed academically fail in their linguistic
and cognitive ability (Rolstad, 2015; Gee 2014).
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In a white paper about language and the CCSS, van Lier and Walqui (2012), redefine
language through three theoretical lenses: language as formal, language as functional, and
language as action. These lenses are useful in following the trajectory of how academic
language has been theorized over the last thirty years.

2.5.2 (Re)defining Academic English and its Instructional Implications
Defining academic language through the first lens, formal, focuses on the correct
use of language as it pertains to form. Emphasis is placed on “sentence patterns,
grammatical rules, parts of speech, and word formation,” (van Lier & Walqui, 2012, p.
3). This is rather decontextualized view of academic English insofar as learning about
language form is separate from the contexts in which the forms are used. Inherent in this
way of theorizing academic language, is a sequence of learning parts of language (words,
tenses) that build upon each other, culminating in full sentences.
This formal approach to academic language learning largely influenced the way
coursework was designed for ELs. Learning language by focusing on form failed to
develop deep understanding or meaningful, critical engagement (van Lier & Walqui,
2012). As cited in van Lier & Walqui (2012), “(Valdés, 2004) points out, a negative
outcome of this type of language understanding is the ‘curricularization’ of ESL language
courses, the idea that unless students use the language contained in the syllabus correctly,
they should not pass,” (p. 3).
The functional approach was popularized by communicative or task-based
methods of English language teaching, beginning in the 1970s. This approach asks what
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job does language need to do in order to perform any given function. For example, take a
lesson on buoyancy where students must predict whether objects sink or float in water
and then justify these predications. Students need to predict and justify – these become
the functions. What language is needed to perform these functions? This helps identify
which parts of language, at the phrase level, need to be taught to students.
Despite the fact that the focus was on meaning over form, it “did not lead to
discursive competence…and teaching was not focused on conceptual understandings,
skills, or the multiple ways of communicating emerging understandings,” (van Lier &
Walqui, 2012, p. 3). As far as instructional implications are concerned, lessons were
organized based upon the import of use within the context of that specific lesson.
Researchers included in this literature review may fall beyond the boundaries of what van
Lier & Walqui (2012) refer to as the formal and functional lenses of academic English.

2.5.2.1 Language as Formal
The first four rows listed below on Table 1 define and address instructional concerns
through an emphasis on academic vocabulary acquisition.
Table 1: Overview of definitions of academic English that emphasize acquisition of
vocabulary and pedagogical implications.
Researcher(s)/ (Re)definition of Academic English
Instructional Implications
Citation
Calderón, M.,

Vocabulary should be taught

Calderón et al., reshape Beck’s

August, D.,

explicitly to develop academic

Tier 1 words based on

Slavin, R.,

English and access academic texts.

Spanish/English contrastive

Duran, D.,

analyses. She includes
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Madden, N.,

Reinterpreted the 3 tiers of

transitional and relationship

& Cheung, A.

vocabulary from Beck, McKeown

words (comparison, case/effect,

(2005)

and Kucan (2005) for ELs.

sequence, etc.) to Tier 2. Tier 3
remains similar to Beck’s
interpretation – specialized
content-specific vocabulary.

Coxhead,

Attention to academic vocabulary

Developed the Academic Word

(2000)

(found in college texts) is one step

List (AWL), which contains the

towards acquisition of Academic

head words of the families from a

English.

corpus of 3.5 million words
extracted from academic texts.

Dutro &

“Academic language proficiency is

Emphasis for classroom practices

Moran,

the ability to interpret and infer

around vocabulary development,

(2003), p. 230

meaning from oral and written

from a tier 3 perspective. Dutro

language, discern precise meaning & and Moran align themselves with
information from text, relate ideas &

Calderon, Slavin, & Sanchez

information, recognize the

(2011), in their beliefs that vocab

conventions of various genres, enlist

knowledge will lead to language

variety of linguistic strategies.”

and literacy development.
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WIDA, 2013

“The types of language proficiencies

Explicit instruction of vocabulary

(cited in

that are necessary for learners to

and overt attention to grammar

Haneda,

perform academic contexts and the

for forms and conventions.

2014b)

specialized vocabulary, grammar,
language functions, and discourse
structures used in content areas.”

2.5.2.2 Language as Functional
Researchers listed in Table 2 below are anchored in approaches that view academic
English through the explicit learning of discourse patterns and complex grammatical
structures found in academic texts.
Table 2: Overview of definitions of academic English that emphasize function and
patterns of oral and written language and pedagogical implications.
Researcher(s)/
(Re)definition of Academic
Instructional Implications
Citation

English

Christie &

“operationalizes academic

Genre-based pedagogy group

Derewianka,

language as the linguistic

Believe in much of the teaching-

2008; Christie

features that are characteristic

learning cycle.

& Martin, 2007,

of the registers and genres

Coffin, 2006;

employed in the different

Rose & Martin,

academic disciplines”

2012 (cited in
Haneda, 2014b)
Gebhard,

The language of our schools

Functional perspective of

Harman &

and classrooms. “One of the

language- examines how

Seger, (2007),

goals of systemic functional

teachers can use knowledge of

p. 422

linguistic (SFL) research has

systemic functional linguistics

been to make visible the
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working of school language to

(SFL) as a tool kit to make

support teachers and students in

sense of dense, academic text

becoming critically aware of
the differences between
everyday and disciplinary
language practices.”
Schleppegrell,

“Academic language is

Operationalizes instruction

(2012), p. 410

functional for getting things

similarly to Gebhard, Harman

done at school, varying as it is

and Seger (2007). Implement

used in different subject areas

teaching and learning cycle to

and for different purposes, but

illuminate genre-based practices

requiring that children use

and then be explicit about

language in new ways to learn

identifying the language of

and to display knowledge about

schooling through

what they have learned in ways

implementation of systemic

that will be valued.”

functional linguistic (SFL)
resources.

Zwiers, (2004),

“Academic language is the

Offers five habits to develop

pp. 60-62

linguistic glue that holds the

automatic strategies to learn

tasks, text and tests of school

academic language:

together… it is a set of words

1. use context clues to interpret

and phrases that 1) describe

meaning, 2. recognize words

content-area knowledge and

that describe thinking skills, e.g.

procedures, and 2) express

evaluate, synthesize, 3. read

complex thinking processes and

challenging yet comprehensible

abstract concepts, and 3) create

text, 4. take risks, e.g. thinking

cohesion and clarity in written

and organizing ideas in speaking

and oral discourse.”

to a group, 5. talk with native
speakers about academic topics.
Zwiers suggests an abundant use
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of language models increase
oral and written interaction.

2.5.2.3 Language as Agency
van Lier and Walqui’s (2012) identify a third perspective in (re)defining academic
English. They refer to this perspective as language as action. “It takes the functional
perspective one step further….language is an inseparable part of all human action,
intimately connected to all other forms of action, physical, social and symbolic.
Language is thus an expression of agency, embodied and embedded in the environment,”
(van Lier & Walqui, 2012, p. 4). Researchers who view language as a vehicle through
which action and empowerment can be achieved are grouped as one constellation in
Table 3 below.
Table 3: Overview of definitions of academic English that emphasize language as agency
and pedagogical implications.
Researcher(s)/
(Re)definition of Academic
Instructional Implications
Citation

English

Bunch, (2006),

Rather than refer to school

Academic language is

p. 286

language as “academic,” Bunch

learned through classroom

offers two types of languages:

discourse. He emphasizes

1. the language of ideas, referring

oral language development

to the language students used

in situations with authentic

while proposing and discussing

language speakers. Bunch

answers to their questions.

makes no mention of

2. the language of display,

scaffolding or modeling

referring to language students

language to increase oral

used while explicitly attending to

interaction.

the form their final answers
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would take for an outside
audience.
Cummins,

In his 2014 position piece about

In his re-articulation of

(2014), p. 148

academic language, Cummins

BICS/CALP (2014), he

doesn’t explicitly define the term.

offers the Literacy

His goal is to examine academic

Engagement Framework as

language while moving beyond

a way to explicitly teach

language as a set of discrete skills

language across the

to encompass ideas of literacy,

curriculum.

effective scaffolding of language,

Ladson-Billings (1994) in

connecting to students’ lives,

his discussion of culturally

affirming identity and

relevant pedagogy and

empowerment through culturally

valuing the experiences and

responsive instruction.

identities ELs bring to our

He cites

classrooms.
Haneda (2014)

Broadens the concept of

When we are engaged in the

“academic language to include it

activity or task, we learn the

as an important component of the

language through

broad repertoire of academic

appropriating meditational

communication needed for

tools and resources.

achieving personal, intellectual,

Instructional implications

and social goals.”

draw upon multiliteracy
approaches.

Rolstad (2015)

Second language instructional

Instruction that builds from

competence (SLIC), proposed

students’ community

new framework to break

language as resource, SLIC

BICS/CALP dichotomy. “SLIC

is only applied to second

conceptualizes the language of

language learners (whereas

school not as a developmentally

BICS/CALP can be applied

related, improved version of

to NL), rooted in Krashen’s

language used in out-of-school

(1977) theory of
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contexts, but as the language of a

comprehensible input.

particular set of overlapping

Sheltered instruction with

linguistic communities –

language-trained teachers is

collectives of language users

effective instructional

pursuing common interests and

model for acquiring SLIC.

engaged in common practices,” p.
2
Valdés, (2004)

Valdés (2004), defines academic

Implications for instruction

language as the “language needed

include:

to succeed academically in all

1. operationalizing the

content areas including the

definition of academic

English used to interact in the

language and ensuring all

classroom and the English used to teachers of ELs agree (ESL,
obtain, process, construct and

mainstream, etc).

provide subject matter
information in spoken and written 2. increasing the
form,” (p. 111).

opportunities for ELs to
interact with authentic

Academic language is the

language in situated

communicative repertoire that

experiences. Learners need

students need to develop in order

to apprentice into groups to

to engage in disciplinary specific

meaningfully learn and

practices.

engage with language of
that “club” (Gee, 2014) or
community (Lave &
Wenger, 1991).

In Haneda’s (2014a) discussion of academic language, she defines academic
language in broad strokes to include forms of communication among students in
classrooms that may not require oral language, yet is academic. Drawing upon
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sociocultural theory, she compares studies in the field that view academic language
holistically in terms of academic communication. Learning doesn’t occur through the
transmission of knowledge orally but rather in the ways we take up and use language in
meaningful ways. “Practices that allow students to move among the different modalities
of action, talk and text are helpful for all students, but particularly so for ELs, in giving
them confidence in their ability to contribute to the community’s co-construction of
knowledge and to the development of their own understanding of the topics they are
investigating,” (Haneda, 2014a, p. 133). Haneda (2014a) examines the tools that we use
to communicate and concludes that they represent multiple modalities of conveying
meaning as we engage in learning and membership practices within discourse
communities.
Valdés (2004) attributes the misunderstandings surrounding academic language
between ESL and mainstream English educators and its instructional implications to and
lack of a common definition. “Students who from the perspective of an ESL teacher may
have acquired academic English as this professional community as defined it, may
nevertheless be very distant from the minimal level at which the mainstream teacher
imagines her students must begin,” (p. 119). Valdés (2004) raises an important concern.
If the field can't come to a consensus about the definition of academic language, she fears
this will lead to a continued segregation of linguistic minorities through disconnected
beliefs and pedagogies.

2.6 Discussion and Implications of Academic English (AE)
All linguistic minorities have the same capacity to learn languages and succeed in
school (Walqui, 2006). It is, however, the social contexts in which these language-
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learning experiences take place that dictate how and to what extent the language learning
occurs. Experts in the field theorize academic language in slightly different ways, which
subsequently shapes their instructional recommendations for developing academic
language. The experts represented (Calderón, M., August, D., Slavin, R., Duran, D.,
Madden, N., & Cheung, A., 2005; Coxhead, 2000; Dutro & Moran, 2003), in the three
tables have been organized into similar ways of thinking. Table 1 represents a
constellation of researchers who believe acquisition of academic vocabulary is central to
academic English development.

2.6.1 Academic English as Functional
The information aggregated in Table 2 represents a constellation of researchers
(Gebhard, Harman & Seger, 2007; Schleppegrell, 2012; Zwiers, 2004) who fit somewhat
into what van Lier & Walqui (2012) define as the function approach to academic
language acquisition. The unifying tie among these researchers is how they believe in
making the patterns that exist in specific genres and registers explicit and visible to
English learners. The focus is on the function of language and how it used to convey
meaning in use and through interaction with others. The references that address how to
make such patterns in language, written or oral, explicit to ELs center around scaffolding
and modeling language. Although Zwiers (2006) doesn’t claim to use a SFL lens, as
does Schleppegrell (2012) and Gebhard, Harman, & Seger (2007), he does make
connections clear between metacognitive and metalinguistic strategies in considering the
ways subject-specific discourse is used, eg. the way historians use language to express
thinking.
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2.6.2 Academic English as Agency
The literatures Table 3 represents a constellation of researchers who, framed in
van Lier and Walqui’s (2012) construct, view language as action (Cummins, 2014;
Haneda, 2014a; Rolstad, 2015; Valdés, 2004). The approach is rooted in how English
learners and others who have been marginalized because of socio-economic, immigrant
status and/or English proficiency can be empowered through meaningful classroom
activities that are cognitively and linguistically productive. “Agency can be defined as the
ability to act, which is facilitated or debilitated by a range of individual and social factors,
including sociocultural, historical, economic or political ones,” (van Lier & Walqui,
2012, p. 4). It is through language use and language in action that ELs can reposition
themselves in their communities and take on roles that make their voices heard.
In Reclaiming recess: Learning the language of persuasion, Gebhard, Harman &
Seger (2007), report on a study about fifth graders who had their recess taken away by
the administration in favor of extending instructional time. “In response, Wendy (teacher)
decided to apply an SFL approach to her language arts block of both unpacking academic
language and giving her students a voice in this playground policy,” (Gebhard, Harman
& Seger, 2007, p. 423). Through a series of scaffolded, collaborative, modeled activities,
students learned how to analyze and, subsequently, use academic language. Specifically,
students wrote letters to the principal arguing, using the language of persuasion, the
reasons why they should have recess. The letter-writing campaign was a success and the
students were awarded with a reinstated recess. The unit provided a meaningful
opportunity for students to learn academic genres or letter writing, registers of
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persuasion, and, ultimately, convey their voices so they were heard and action was taken
as a result.
Although Gebhard, Harman and Seger (2007) were included in Table 2 as
representative of the functional views towards academic language development, this
piece of literature, as well as Gebhard and Harman (2011), can be categorized in Table 3,
using language as action (van Lier & Walqui, 2012).

Both articles report on projects in

classrooms that enable English learners to use academic language meaningfully,
authentically and in contexts that “make room for students voices,” (Gebhard, Harman &
Seger, 2007). It is within these spaces that the students establish a sense of agency.
There’s merit in the explicitness of the recommendations for teachers
“to critically unpack how the academic language works in the genres they
routinely their students read and write in school; expand the range of linguistic
choices available to students in communicating for particular purposes and
audiences; and support ELs in using academic language to accomplish social,
academic and political work that matters to them," (Gebhard, Harman and Seger,
2007, p. 46).
In discussing how to operationalize these approaches into our schools, Gebhard,
Harman and Seger (2007) propose the teaching-learning cycle (Gibbons, 2002) that
builds upon Vygotskyian concepts of learning. In this cycle, learners have the
opportunity to learn the genre explicitly and by deconstructing texts, then reconstruct
collaboratively, then independently, and then share to connect to other learners’ thoughts
and writing styles. This teaching-learning cycle offers more than explicit learning of the
academic language of the genre. It holds promise for ELs to work productively and
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collaboratively as members of a group or “club” (Gee, 2014) in which learners come
together to talk meaningfully and develop their academic vernaculars. It allows space
for collaborative construction of meaning, apprenticeship into the language learning
communities (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Gee, 2014) through situated learning experiences.
The collaborative work cycle affords ELs the opportunity to make visible their
identities (Cummins, 2014; Gee, 2014) while repositioning themselves through
empowerment practices. Gebhard, Harman and Seger (2007) provide a complete list of
how to plan a curriculum using SFL tools to include recommendations such as: attend
closely to students’ interests, concerns and investments, analyze linguistic features of the
genre, provide students with multiple models and explicit instruction in analyzing the
linguistic features, design materials to support recognition and use of genre-specific
vocabulary, collaborate and reflect (p. 428).
Zwiers (2004) recommends educators take notice of the linguistic glue that holds
the pieces of their content language together. He encourages teachers and students to
raise their consciousness about academic terms and cautions against its conflation with
specialized (tier 3) vocabulary like photosynthesis. Simultaneously, Zwiers (2007)
cautions against the placement of ELs in mainstream classrooms where teachers expect
them to know and use academic language without providing them access to explicit
learning opportunities. Valdés (2004) concurs with Zwiers (2007) and encourages ELs’
access to authentic, academic language over the modified language used in lessons
designed around a sheltered instructional framework (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2000).

2.7 Cummins’ Pivotal Shifts
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In his more recent work, Cummins (2014) emphasizes the importance of
transformative pedagogy, moving away from developing language solely through
language, although he does stress the importance of explicitly teaching academic
language. His primary concerns for effective pedagogy are ensuring access to print and
are actively engaged with quality literacy practices (Cummins, 2014). The framework,
referred to as the literacy engagement framework, Cummins (2014) puts forth the
argument that both print access and literacy engagement is a “direct determinant of
literacy attainment,” (p. 150). In order to achieve engagement, the framework is includes
of four essential components:
1) academic language and content instruction is scaffolded to allow ELs’ access;
2) sufficient time is dedicated to activating background knowledge, at times
leveraging native language;
3) instruction affirms identity through multilingual literacy practices (identity
texts); and
4) academic language is continuously extended across curriculum through
effective instruction (Cummins, 2014, p. 151).
“Academic language teaching needs to be seamlessly integrated into a broader
pedagogical orientation that prioritizes enabling students to use language and literacy for
powering and empowering purposes,” (Cummins, 2014, p. 151).

2.7.1 Beyond Language
Cummins’ (1984, 2014) work has been positioned as bookends to the first two
sections of this review, defining academic English and articulating the pedagogical
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implications. Cummins began with theorizing and defining academic language (1984) in
a dichotomized view of BICS and CALP, a view that has received a good deal of
criticism. Thirty years later, one of Cummins (2014) publications is titled, Beyond
language: Academic communication and student success. There is a noticeable shift
towards seeing learners for more than the languages they speak and those we seek to
teach.
It is critical to echo the fact that a “purely grammatical or functional progression
will not get students to engage in these acts, or to become engaged, motivated, develop
their autonomy, and succeed,” (van Lier & Walqui, 2012, p. 7). It is through action and
purposeful and intentional attention to cognitive and language development that ELs can
succeed in our schools and beyond.
Thus far, this paper has examined what makes academic language of schools
different from every day, social uses of language. Much of this research has been around
how educators can develop academic language through instructional practices that
scaffold content and language, model language, pre-teach vocabulary, attend to
grammatical structure, and focus on patterns in language for subject specific discourses.

2.7.2 Academic English as Interaction
There are literatures included in this review that represent classroom discourse analysts
who examine the spaces within teacher and student talk, questioning strategies, and
instructional conversations (Goldenberg, 1992/1993) and their affordances to building
academic language. Zwiers (2007) work focuses on questions asked by teachers of nonELs and ELs in three different classrooms. Zwiers (2007) found more display questions,
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fewer open-ended questions and far less questions that allowed ELs opportunities to
elaborate, with teacher guidance, were asked of ELs than non-ELs. Display questions
don’t elicit cognitively challenging answers or room to negotiate one’s thought through
language. Open-ended questions might offer ELs this opportunity but Zwiers (2007)
research suggests there were few of these kinds of questions. And when an open-ended
question was asked, the teacher failed to offer guidance or linguistic scaffolding to
support personalized responses.
Verplaetse (2008, 2014) investigates classroom interaction to identify
instructional strategies that engage learners with each other, the teacher, and text(s).
Characteristics of highly engaged classrooms that yield abundant student talk and support
extended student interactions include: 1) alter IRE sequence of traditional classroom
discourse to allow non evaluative responses and follow up questions; 2) increase
structured collaborative work; 3) modify questions and tasks based on proficiency levels;
4) model academic English through sentence frames and linguistic scaffolds; 5) create
space for students to produce extended talk; 6) encourage students’ use of native
language (Verplaetse, 2008). Verplaetse stresses the importance of creating opportunities
for meaningful and purposeful interaction across the curriculum.

2.7.3 Pushing Back
Gebhard, Harman & Seger (2007) illustrate the differences between everyday
language and academic language using a dichotomized, two-sided, T-chart.
Characteristics attributed to everyday language include greater regularity in grammatical
structure of sentences, use of conjunction and to convey connections between clauses or
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sentences, greater uses of gestures to convey meaning, less use of formatting
conventions, and the overall interactive nature of daily context. Characteristics of
academic language, on the other hand, include a greater use of content-specific
vocabulary, a variety of grammatical structures and conjunctions, increased use of
formatting conventions, fewer gestures and, overall, less interactive. Although this kind
of illustration is graphically helpful in delineating and understanding the types of
languages, it nonetheless feeds into the binary model and oversimplifies the dynamism of
language. Such a binary leaves no room for affective issues such as the learner’s affect,
investment, and identity (Norton & Toohey, 2011).
Bunch (2006) pushed against the binaries of academic versus social language and
cites Harklau’s work (1994) to address low-achieving learning cycles that have been
perpetuated by this dichotomy. Bunch (2006) disrupts Cummins’ BICS/CALP (1984)
construct in claiming that everyday language is needed to talk about academics and to
interact with academic content. After Cummins’ (1981) initial BICS/CALP distinction in
his defining academic language, much later he (Cummins, 2008) readdressed this
dichotomy to clarify that the two languages weren’t necessarily sequential. Learners, he
articulated, didn’t need to successfully and completely acquire BICS in order to segue to
CALP.
Bunch (2006) claims that learners draw upon both social and academic to further
develop their language and content knowledge. The dichotomy “potentially masks, or at
least downplays, the important ways in which students use language in a wide range of
ways, including ‘conversational’ or ‘everyday’ uses of English, to engage in academic
tasks,” (Bunch, 2006, p. 286). It’s in the co-construction (Vygotsky, 1978) of knowledge
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that brings learners to newer ways of thinking and meaning. Thinking requires language
to articulate and negotiate thoughts and ideas socially and cognitively.
Gee (2014) questions if decontextualized language exists. The language of the
classroom is highly contextualized, explicit and situated. Concepts may be abstract, at
times, but the language used to describe the concepts is concrete and contextualized. The
decontextualized language story, as Gee (2014) refers to it, has two main flaws. First, if
the claim is true that schools fail to close the gap by contextualizing academic,
decontextualized language, it doesn't reveal why schools are failing at this endeavor.
Second, there is no such thing as decontextualized language. Gee (2014) defines social
languages to include vernaculars and non-vernacular styles of language. “The process of
acquiring a vernacular of one’s own language is biologically specified. That is, children
are aided by ‘innate knowledge’ about language in the acquisition of their native
language,” (Gee, 2014, p. 4).
By this same logic, every subsequent non-vernacular builds upon the grammar of
the vernacular. According to Gee (2014), there is no reason why children can't learn
additional social vernaculars. However, acquiring different social languages is a cultural
process. "Acquiring any social language (including originally our vernacular dialect)
requires one to learn how to recognize patterns of lexical and grammatical resources and
how to match them to certain communicative tasks and social practices," (Gee, 2014, p.
6). Gee (2014) believes people acquire language vernaculars for a profession, hobby,
academic area, etc. through a sociocultural process.
Gee (2014) claims that academic language is not something we acquire as we do
our social languages. Learners must be apprenticed into the practices of various
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vernaculars. In order to learn these vernaculars, learners have to belong to the club or be
exposed to the club. People learn through doing and using these language vernaculars in
the situation, in that specific context. Cummins refers to Lave and Wenger’s (1991)
construct of situated learning, using the language needed at that given moment through
doing to get the job done and message conveyed. It is precisely because of this context
and background knowledge learners bring to the experience that enables them to come
away with meaning. In fact, what Cummins (1984) defines as academic and less
contextualized language is actually more contextualized. The language may seem more
abstract on its own but when learners engage, appropriate and negotiate, they situate their
learning experiences within that learning context and within that language.

2.8 Moving Forward
The critiques of some of the instructional practices discussed in this section
highlight the need for a pedagogy (generally speaking) that situates the learner at the
center of the academic experience (Gee, 2014), values the identities of that individual
(Cummins, 2014; Norton and Toohey, 2011), to include background experiences as
those, too, have melded to shape identity, and addresses the content of curriculum while
maintain a high degree of rigor and cognitive stimulation. There’s been much discussion
around explicitness of academic language learning (Cummins, 2008; Calderon, 2011;
Cummin, 2013; Hakuta, 2011; Zwiers, 2004). However, there has been little attention
paid to how to go about incorporating such explicitness into classroom practices while
maintaining context, meaningfulness, engagement and investment (Norton & Toohey,
2011).
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Literature reviewed in the last decade has begun to focus on the learners
themselves who make up learning communities in the context of both ESL and
mainstream classrooms. Learning doesn’t occur through the transmission of knowledge
from teacher to student within these classrooms and discourse communities (Cummins,
2014.) Rather, it is within these communities that students have the opportunity to
negotiate and co-construct meaning and language. Haneda (2014a) reminds us that
learning occurs in the way we take up and use the language in meaningful ways in our
worlds.
A recent trend in the literature is to widen the scope of what constitutes academic
English. Valdés (2004) called for engagement in a “broader dialogue with the voices of
research communities that can guide us beyond our sometimes-narrow focus on the
acquisition of grammar and lexis and contextualized and decontextualized language,” (p.
125). There is a momentum to move beyond academic language as discourse and
towards a broader language as academic communication (Haneda, 2014a; Cummins,
2008) and as membership in communities both inside and outside of school.

2.9 Concluding Thoughts
This review of literatures about academic language and its implications within the
contexts of public schools in the United States aimed to address several questions in the
field. The first question concerns the definition of academic English. How is this
concept theorized, broadly speaking, in the field? Although there seems to be some
consensus among the literatures in terms of what kinds of language constitute academic,
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the language that is used in schools, there still exists some disparity in the priority or
privilege this term has been given in recent decades.
Valdés (2004) claims that the conversation around academic language is
comprised of disconnected and, at times, uninformed, conversations. She seeks to first
detangle the voices that have weighed in on this discussion and identify the schools of
thought originating from each constellation of researchers. Given the growing
importance of developing academic language and educating English learners, there is
growing diversity in the field over the definition of academic language. Valdés (2004)
raises an important concern. If the field can't come to a consensus about the definition of
academic language, she fears this will lead to a continued segregation of linguistic
minorities, even after they become proficiently bilingual.
The second question this review hoped to address surrounded the implications of
teaching academic language. Given the differences in how the field theorizes academic
language, how does this influence or guide the pedagogy of English learners? This
chapter addressed the ways in which academic language is developed in classrooms by
using three of van Lier and Walqui’s (2000) lenses of viewing language: language as
formal, language as functional and language as action. The implications for pedagogy
were presented in a tripartite framework, which addressed specific instructional methods.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

3.1 Context and Participants
As the professional development teacher training program is delivered throughout
one of the largest school districts in the northeast, questions begin to take shape regarding
the monitoring and evaluation of the training. Those teachers who have completed the 15
(cohort 2) or 45-hour (cohort 3) training program are encouraged by the District to
assume leadership roles within schools and become primary points of contact for families
and community based organizations. The training program began in the academic year
2011-2012 and, for the purpose of compliance per the Department of Justice, ended in
2016.
The professional development training program was offered to new educators to
the school district during subsequent years 2016-2019 but data was not collected as part
of this research study. For the purpose of clarity, the years of data retrieval were
mirrored to time frame set forth by the Department of Justice. The project had a
definitive beginning and end in which Ferraro and Verplaetse (2011) designed and
delivered the district-wide professional development program. Educators who arrived to
the District after 2016 were required to complete the Initial training. For the purpose of
delineating a beginning and end to this dissertation study, it made most sense to align
dates with those previously set by the Department of Justice and the District.
The two-phase explanatory study examines the efficacy of the district-wide
training program for the purpose of evaluating two areas of learning – educator and, as a

56

result, student. This study also explores instructional supports that are or are not
available for educators to implement the newly learned sheltered practices.
1. Educators –
a. Are teachers learning alternative strategies to bring to their
classrooms to effectively teach English learners, strategies similar
but not limited to sheltered instruction (Echevarria & Short, 2009)?
b. Are teachers applying the newly learned skills to their practice?
2. Students –
a. Are English learners’ reading skills improving (growth from
beginning of year to the end of the academic year, September to
June) as measured by their scores on the Scholastic Reading
Inventory (SRI)? This assessment is required of all students in
grades 3 through 8.
A hypothesis could be that the English learners who experience a full academic
year with teachers who have completed the training may have a higher rate of growth
(larger disparity between pre-and post-assessments) than those students whose teachers
have not completed any (cohort 1) or minimal training (cohort 2).

Table 4: Research questions 1-3, measurable outcomes and data collected.
Research Questions

Measurable

Description of

#1-3

Outcomes

data collected

1. Have participants gained

Participant [Teacher]

Teachers identify

new knowledge of alternative

learning/new knowledge

three specific changes
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teaching approaches for

(n= 1457)

to their practice they

language learners as a result of

intend to implement

completing this training?

post training.

2. Have participants adopted

Participant [teacher]

Teachers identify the

new behaviors as a result of

application of new

extent they

acquiring knowledge of

knowledge and skills

implemented newly

alternative pedagogical

(n= 70)

learned strategies (1-5

approaches? More specifically,

scale), if applicable,

have teachers applied their

for all strategies

newly learned sheltered

included in teacher

strategies in their classrooms?

training program.

3. Do the varieties in length of

Completers [teachers]

Student SRI scores to

the professional development

effectiveness in

measure rate of

training program result in

instructional setting, ie.

growth within one

improved student academic

the classroom

academic year,

performance? Specifically, are (Cohort 1=36 teachers

average/cohort of

students of teachers who

representing 126 students;

students.

completed the training faring

Cohort 2 = 72 teachers

better academically than

representing 235 students;

students of teachers who

Cohort 3 = 96 students

haven’t completed the

representing 36 teachers)

training?
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If the data analysis of the first question suggests teachers gained new knowledge,
but exhibit no new behaviors in their practice based on a self-report survey, then an
additional area of concern may need to be examined. Such a question arose in the
previous pilot study (Ferraro, 2017). What kinds of data could help shed light on the
disconnect between having learned effective instructional practices to teach English
learners but not seeing a change in pedagogy as a result of this new learning?
Fortunately, as a final activity of the first ten hours of training, participants
partake in a gallery walk survey where, through Walqui’s framework (Walqui, 2000) of
ten priorities to consider in educating English learners, participants make
recommendations. This piece addresses the fourth research question proposed in this
study: what do participants need to effectively implement the newly learned sheltered
strategies at their classroom level and their school/district level?
The methodology of this particular case study is sequential in design. Information
is gathered in the first three phases of this study and analyzed. The fourth research
question seeks to explain the data collected through research questions one through three
and shifts the focus from the educator and student to areas of instructional support.
3. Institutional support –
a. If the teachers claim to have gained knowledge but it is unclear as to
the implementation of the newly learned pedagogies, practices, strategies, then additional
data must be analyzed in the hopes of highlighting institutional obstacles or challenges.
Table 5: Research question 4, measurable outcome and data collected.
Research Question #4

Measurable
Outcome
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Description of data collected

4. What have training

Recommendations Teachers are surveyed after initial

participants reported they

to leadership from

10 hours of training through Aida

need in order to effectively

teachers

Walqui’s framework of 10

implement the newly learned

(n=1943)

priorities for designing

sheltered strategies at their

instruction for immigrant

classroom level and their

students. The questions posed

school/district level?

are what do you need from your
administration to enact these
priorities?

The next section will detail the methodology used to analyze the four pieces of
data that answer each question proposed in this study in Tables 4 and 5.

3.2 Measuring Teacher Knowledge
In order to learn if participants have gained new knowledge of alternative
teaching approaches for emergent bilinguals as a result of completing this training, each
participant who has completed ten hours of training is asked to share information about
themselves as educators (name, date, school), their role in the school (administrator,
student service specialist, teacher, tutor or paraprofessional), how many ELs they work
with and then three changes they plan to make as a result of the Initial training.
Just before participants are asked to complete this form, they are reminded that
the first ten hours of training have been designed upon the research-based strategies of
sheltered instruction (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2008). Participants are encouraged to
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visit the page in their workbooks that enumerates the nineteen strategies (found within
each of the 4 modules of the training workbooks). Most often the page titled Sheltered
instruction strategies is open while participants complete this survey. Responses to the
third part of this form can be analyzed and categorized into the nineteen strategies listed
on Table 6 to determine which specific strategies are teachers committing to implement
as a result of the training. This data is collected from all participants who have
completed ten hours.

3.2.1 Analyzing Teacher Knowledge
The first research question that drove the research of this case study prioritized
participant learning. Have teachers gained new knowledge of alternative teaching
approaches for language learners as a result of completing this training? Nearly one
thousand five-hundred (n=1457) completers have enumerated minimally two, most often
three strategies they plan to add to their instructional repertoire once they completed the
first ten hours of training. The total number of specific changes identified was four
thousand, four hundred and seven (n=4407).
Using the sheltered strategy checklist as a guide in Table 6 below, the data from
each of these completion forms was manually marked, as in ticked off on a checklist, for
each of the five years of the professional development intervention. The analysis of this
data will help illuminate what, if anything, teachers have learned as a result of their
having completed the initial ten hours of sheltered instruction training.
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Table 6: Sheltered strategies checklist, guiding design of Initial training.
SHELTERED INSTRUCTION STRATEGIES
4. Change Traditional Classroom Talk
4.A. Practice Instructional Conversations
4.B. Ask Big Questions and Signal “Listening” in Responses
5. Engage at Appropriate Language Proficiency Levels
5. A. Vary Question Techniques Based on Students’ Proficiency Levels
5. B. Challenge Students to Produce Extended Academic Talk
6. Give Students Voice
6.A. Model Language for Oral and Written Production
6.B. Use Small Group/Pair Work to Elicit Student Talk
6.C. Respond to Student’s Voice – Writing and Error Correction

SHELTERED INSTRUCTION STRATEGIES
1. Contextualize Lesson
1.A. Build & Activate Background Knowledge
1.B. Develop Vocabulary
1.C. Use Visuals, Gestures, & Realia
1.D. Create Opportunities to Negotiate Meaning
2. Make Academic Text Comprehensible
2.A. Use Graphic Organizers Intentionally
2.B. Modify Written Text
2.C. Amplify Number of Activities per Text
3. Make Talk Comprehensible
3.A. Pace Teacher’s Speech
3.B. Use Listening Guides
3.C. Use Word Walls
3.D. Frame Main Ideas
3.E. Check for Understanding
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3.3 Measuring Change in Teacher Behavior
The second research question posed in this study is: have participants adopted
new behaviors as a result of acquiring knowledge of alterative pedagogical approaches?
Have teachers applied their newly learned sheltered strategies in their classrooms?
Years after participants had completed the professional development program, a
survey was administered which asked participants to identify which sheltered strategies
have become part of their instructional practice. This survey was designed using
Qualtrics survey software. A portion of the survey designed using Qualtrics has been
excerpted in Figure 1. The survey was sent to every educator in the District (n=1355). A
link with brief description, was sent via email from the District Associate Superintendent
in June 2018, during the last week of the academic year.
You have been invited to participate in a research study titled Retrofitting educators
through sheltered instruction training: A longitudinal case study examining the impact of
a five-year district-wide intervention effort. This study is conducted by Marisa Ferraro
from the University of Massachusetts Amherst. You were selected to participate in this
study because you have participated in the sheltered instruction training in your school
district titled, “Best Instructional Practices for Effectively Educating English
Learners.” Verplaetse & Ferraro (2011) have designed and delivered the professional
development, "Best Instructional Practices for Effectively Educating English Learners" in
our district since 2011. They have collaborated with our district, as experts and paid
consultants in the field of educating English learners, to help ensure delivery of high
quality training for all educators.
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The purpose of this research study is twofold:
1) How has your teaching practice changed, if any, as a result of the professional
development training, “Best Instructional Practices for Effectively Educating English
Learners?”;
2) Which of the sheltered strategies have you implemented into your practice?

If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to complete an online
survey/questionnaire. This survey/questionnaire consists of 3 broad questions about how
your teaching practice has changed as a result of the professional development training
you have completed. It is directly aligned to the learning outcomes of the training and
asks you to rank, in frequency, the sheltered instructional strategies you use to make your
content accessible and to engage in interaction for English learners in your classroom. It
will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.

You may not directly benefit from this research; however, we hope that your participation
in the study may benefit future instructors, researchers and curriculum designers as well
as K-12 students throughout our state. Your time to reflect upon your practice and
thoughtfully answer the following questions is appreciated.

There are no known risks associated with this research study; however, as with any
online related activity the risk of a breach of confidentiality is always possible. To the
best of our ability your answers in this study will remain confidential. I will minimize
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any risks by ensuring our adherence to Qualtrics’ policies about anonymous data
collection procedures. Teacher responses are categorized into a) the number of hour of
training completed and, b) the kinds of sheltered strategies implemented into the
classroom. Data will be stored on www.box.com. This data is not distributed to your
district for use in teacher evaluative purposes. Your participation in this study is
completely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time. You are free to skip any
question that you choose.

If you have questions about this project or if you have a research-related problem, you
may contact the researcher, Marisa Ferraro at 293.392.5162 of
mferraro@acad.umass.edu. The faculty sponsor for this study is Dr. Laura Valdiviezo,
Department Chair of Teacher Education and Curriculum Studies at University of
Massachusetts, lav@educ.umass.edu. If you have any questions concerning your rights
as a research subject, you may contact the University of Massachusetts Amherst Human
Research Protection Office (HRPO) at (413) 545-3428 or
humansubjects@ora.umass.edu.

By clicking “I agree” below you are indicating that you are at least 18 years old, have
read and understood this consent form and agree to participate in this research
study. Please print a copy of this page for your records.
Figure 1: Informed consent via Qualtrics
Participants could choose not to participate in the survey. It clearly states that
participation in the survey is voluntary. If participants click “I agree,” they will
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subsequently be prompted to identify the level of professional development completed: 1)
Initial Training, Modules 1-4, 10 hours; 2) Initial Training, Modules 5-6; 3) Initial
Training, Modules 7-8; 4) Advanced Training, Summer EL Curriculum Institute,
Modules 5-8 to include application to practice in summers 2014, 2015 or 2016. The
survey is designed so that they are required to answer before moving forward to the
questions.
Once participants have completed this step, they are prompted to identify the
ways in which their teaching practice has changed as a result of having completed the
professional development training program, “Best Instructional Practices for Effectively
Educating English Learners.

Participants can select one, two and/or three of the

following: instructionally, philosophically, and affectively (in the way they socially and
emotionally respond to ELs needs) and drag the cursor along a continuum from 0 (no
changes), 1, 2, 3 (moderate changes), 4, 5 (noticeable changes).

3.3.1 Analyzing Change in Teacher Behavior
What follows on the anonymous survey is a series of questions closely aligned to
the sheltered strategies checklist that formed the foundation of the instructional aspect of
the professional development training program (modules 2 and 3, specifically). Although
the list of strategies remains consistent in wording and order as those sheltered strategies
introduced in the ten-hour training (see Table 6. Sheltered Strategies Checklist), the
syntax has been altered slightly to prompt educators to reflect which strategies are present
in their practice(s). There is a one-to-one correspondence between the list of sheltered
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strategies modeled in the ten-hour training and the questions posed to all educators who
have completed the training.
The first set of 8 questions address strategies that are made to K-12 academic
curriculum to make the content comprehensible, covered in module 2 of the training. The
next set of 6 questions address strategies that are made to K-12 academic curriculum to
create opportunities for English learners to interact and to produce academic language,
orally and in writing. Completers of the training can respond along a Likert scale
continuum for each of these 14 questions that addresses change of teacher behaviors that
follows this pattern: don’t know/not applicable, never, rarely, sometimes, often and
almost always/always. The answer choices are consistent in this pattern throughout the
anonymous survey.
All completers of the professional development training have an opportunity to
complete the anonymous survey. For some educators, they will have completed the
training in 2016 and for others it may be as far back as 2013.
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Figure 2: Anonymous survey excerpt to assess change in teacher behavior post
professional development program.
3.4 Measuring Change in Students’ Academic Performance
The third research question of this study is directly aligned to the third
quantitative measure: Do the varieties in length and format (cohorts 1-3) of this specific
professional development workshop result in improved SRI scores? The English learners’
standardized assessment scores from the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI), is used as a
third quantitative assessment measure for this study. The grades in which student data
was collected were limited to third through eighth for consistency among grade level
assessments. Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) is a reading comprehension assessment
that uses the lexile framework to help monitor growth and guide instruction for students
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in kindergarten through 12th grade. SRI is a computer-adaptive assessment program for
all learners. It works to assess all three levels of tiers of Response to Intervention (RTI)
through a series of passage-based readings. Once students complete the SRI assessment,
personalized reading lists are generated based upon scores received.
In a review conducted by Hanover Research, a market research firm, of the K-12
Literacy and Math Progress Monitoring Tools, “SRI received ‘convincing evidence’
ratings for the reliability and validity of their scoring methods, the number of alternative
forms, sensitivity to student improvement, end-of-year benchmarking, and specification
rates of improvement,” (Hanover Research, April 2013, p. 17). In its critique of the SRI,
Hanover Research did not mention ceiling effects associated with the reading assessment.
The data collected for this measure attempts to answer the question about student
learning. In order to compare pre-and post-data from English learners, historical data was
retrieved from September 2015 and June 2016 for analysis, see Figure 3. Rates of
growth in the student data consist of standardized assessment scores from the SRI within
the academic year 2015-2016. The data for this outcome measure includes grades third
through eighth mainstream teachers only. This study excludes specials teachers (art,
music, physical education, computers, foreign language), special education teachers, and
pupil service personnel.
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Figure 3: Organization of cohorts in relation to student assessment score retrieval for research question 3.

Student data from the school district’s standardized assessment is considered
public domain. The data was retrieved as a result of an assessment administered annually
in this district. District personnel in central office have been asked for the student data in
the following ways to help ensure accuracy in maintaining the three cohorts of teachers
and their respective English learners. Data that has been requested of the school district
has been received without student names or identification numbers to ensure anonymity.
Once narrowed by identifying teachers in grades 3 through 8, the teachers were
subsequently divided into three cohorts, depending upon the amount of sheltered
instruction training they had completed at the time of the SRI data retrieval. The first
step of the analysis for outcome measure is to identify the teachers in grades three
through eight who have met the cohort requirements, ie. teachers who had not completed
any training as of June 2016 for cohort 1, etc. See Figure 4 below for cohort parameters.
The second step, once teachers were categorized into their respective cohorts, was
to identify the students who English learners who “belong” to teachers in cohort 2 and
cohort 3. Lastly, district personnel retrieved the SRI scores of the students who were
assigned to teachers within cohorts 2 and 3 during the academic year 2015-2016.
Student cohort 1 (n=126)

Student cohort 2 (n=235)

Student cohort 3 (n =96)

3 8 grade students whose

3rd-8th grade students whose

3rd-8th grade students whose

teachers (n=36) hadn’t

teachers (n=72) completed

teachers (n=36) completed

completed any training in

15 hours of sheltered

45 hours of sheltered

sheltered instruction by

instruction training by

training between

June 2016.

September 2015.

2011- Sept 2015.

rd- th

Figure 4: Parameters for identifying teacher cohorts for student data retrieval of SRI.
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The total number of teachers included in this data set is 144. The 144 unique
teachers educate 457 students identified as English learners (and non-special education)
in grades 3 through 8 throughout the District.
All identified English learners must be assessed for language proficiency
annually. In accordance with national ESEA policy, school districts were required to
annually assess all English learners. In accordance with EL accountability, the state that
is the subject of this case study administers the Language Assessment Scales (LAS)
Links assessment, designed by CTB McGraw-Hill.
There are four parts to this assessment: speaking, listening, reading and writing.
The LAS Links is designed in grade bands from K-12. For example, grades K-1 take the
same assessment, grades 2-3 take the same assessment, grades 4- 5 and grades 6-8 take
the same assessment. Total scores and scale scores are reported, from which proficiency
levels are calculated. Proficiency levels are assigned to each of the four skills – speaking,
listening, reading and writing – and an overall proficiency level is averaged.
Proficiency levels for skills and for the overall score are ranked between 1-5, 1
defined as entry, 2 - emerging, 3 – intermediate, 4 – advanced intermediate and 5 –
proficient. The linguistic proficiencies of the English learners in 3rd through 8th grade
were spread across levels 1 (least proficient) through 5 (most proficient, met criteria to
exit ESL support). The majority of students scored between levels 3 (28%) and 4 (33%),
as indicated in Figure 5, when they completed the linguistic assessment mid-year, Jan
2015.
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Figure 5: LAS Links scores of identified English learners (n=457), grades 3-8.
3.4.1 Analyzing Change in Students’ Academic Performance
In the District, English learners were administered the SRI in November 2015 and
again in June 2016. The pre-to post scores were collected to determine the average rate
of growth, collectively, in cohorts 1(teachers had not completed any training), 2 (teachers
who completed 15 hours of training) and 3 (teachers who completed 45 hours of
training). Subsequent analysis of the SRI scores is conducted to measure the arc of
growth from beginning to end of year. The analysis seeks to differentiate the arc, the rate
of growth, for the students of teachers who hadn’t completed the training compared with
the students of teachers who had completed 15 or 45 hours of Best Instructional Practices
for Effectively Educating English Learners, (Verplaetse & Ferraro, 2011).
To calculate rates of growth, the SRI pre-scores (fall 2015) of students assigned to
cohorts 1, 2 and 3 are subtracted from the post scores to identify the arc of growth. In
other words, a student who completed the assessment in the fall earned a 56 but in the
spring improved to earn a score of 84. The rate of growth for this one student would be
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28 points. Rates of growth would be calculated on a per student basis and, subsequently,
an average rate of growth score can be assigned to cohort 2 and cohort 3, completers of
various levels of professional development training. A one-way ANOVA test will be the
method used to determine p-values and statistical significance of the findings for teachers
in cohorts 1, 2 and 3.

3.5 Measuring Teacher Needs to Effectively Implement Newly Learned Practices
The qualitative data directly informs the fourth question and is sequential as part
of the analysis timeline. What have training participants reported they need in order to
effectively implement the newly learned sheltered strategies at their classroom level and
their school/district level?
The outcome measure, ie. data, identified to inform this answer comes directly
from the teachers’ voices. After the first ten hours of training, before beginning five
hours of more specialized training that address literacy and assessment, participants
participate in a gallery walk where teachers process Aida Walqui’s (2000) “Ten Priorities
to Consider When Designing Instruction for Immigrant Students.” Teachers (n=1513)
moved about the training space and, on ten flip charts hung around the room, recorded
what they could do in their own classrooms and what they needed from the school and
district administration to support their newly learned sheltered practices. The teachers’
comments (n=1943) gathered for this study include all third through eighth grade teachers
in this specific study, but the comments are not limited to these teachers, as other teachers
were also part of trainings on these particular days. For this study, only the teachers’
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comments that responded to what teachers need from administration to implement
sheltered instruction were analyzed.

3.5.1 Analyzing Teacher Needs to Effectively Implement Newly Learned Practices
The comments (n=1943) were transcribed and analyzed for common themes across the
ten priorities. Once common themes emerged from this survey style elicitation of
feedback, the teachers’ comments were quanticized in the coding process as the numbers
of comments accrued into similar themes. Within each category, I assigned a count when
comments were similar to give weight to those repeated voices raising issues, needs, and
concerns.
The analysis of the teachers’ comments resulted in nine (9) categories, which
represent the types of district administrative support needed by teachers in order to
implement effective sheltered practices in their classrooms. The teacher responses to the
Walqui’s (2000) ten priorities were systematically coded and interpreted using inductive
approaches (Braun and Clark, 2006). Once coded to represent the emerging patterns, the
comments were categorized into buckets. After the comments were coded and placed
into proper categories, a title that most accurately reflected the comments was ascribed.
These titles then become the recommendations under which all the comments fall. The
numbers of teacher comments that each category received are labeled as counts.
Walqui (2000) offers the following ten recommendations to educators when
designing instruction for English learners. At the completion of the second day of the
basic workshop, educators respond to these priorities, which are posted on the walls of
the conference room, by interpreting the priority in one of two ways. A large piece of

75

flip chart paper hangs beneath each priority listed below:
1. The culture of the classroom fosters the development of a community of learners,
and all students are part of that community.
2. Good language teaching involves conceptual and academic development.
3. Students’ experiential background is used as a point of departure and an anchor in
the exploration of new ideas.
4. Teaching and learning focus on substantive ideas that are organized cyclically.
5. New ideas and tasks are contextualized.
6. Academic strategies, sociocultural expectations, and academic norms are taught
explicitly.
7. Tasks are relevant, meaningful, engaging, and varied.
8. Complex and flexible forms of collaboration maximize learners’ opportunities to
interact while making sense of language and content.
9. Students are given multiple opportunities to extend their understandings and apply
their knowledge.
10. Authentic assessment is an integral part of teaching and learning.

Adjacent to each of these priorities are two quotes from English learners that help
contextualize each priority. These student voices are intended to provide teachers with a
new perspective, that of the learners themselves. The student quotes appear alongside of
the priority (Walqui, 2000).
Data from grade bands fourth and fifth was analyzed during a pilot study (Ferraro,
2017) which yielded a primary recommendation most often expressed by the 287
teachers’ voices: consider curricular adjustments, accounting for nearly one quarter
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(23%) of the total comments. The remainder of the recommendations born from the
same data analysis are represented in the table below:
Recommendation

Percentage

Count

23%

65

20.20%

58

15.70%

45

11%

32

5. Make ELs Visible

8.70%

25

6. Allocate More Student Time

4.20%

12

7. Expand Programs for ELs

4.20%

12

8. Trust in Teachers

4.20%

12

9. Support from Administration

3.50%

10

10.

Extend Professional Development

2.80%

8

11.

Connect with Parents

1.70%

5

1. Consider Curricular Adjustments
2. Allocate More Teacher Time
3. Invest in Resources - Instructional, Digital, Material,
Human
4. Measure Student Learning Alternatively

12.

Attend to Academic Language
1%
Figure 6. Twelve (12) categories of recommendations from 2017 pilot study.

3

As I did in this pilot study, I analyzed the counts which reflect the number of
occurrences to learn, specifically, what kinds of recommendations teachers are posing
and represent these recommendations as succinctly as possible. Ultimately, I will share
these recommendations with the superintendent of the District who is willing to convene
a daylong retreat with selected administrators from central office and school principals in
order to prioritize and plan a response to this data. Subsequently, the district
administrators will identify ways in which they can provide teachers with time for
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planning and collaboration, resources and supports as they gear up for an expected
increase in the numbers of linguistically diverse learners in their district.

3.6 Reframing the research
I return to the questions that framed this research to ensure the data collected in
this mixed-methods sequential design will accurately address the research inquiries:
1.

Have teachers gained new knowledge of alternative teaching approaches for
language learners as a result of completing the professional development
workshop series?
Measureable outcome: Participant learning, (n=1457)
Description of data to be collected: Teachers identify three new strategies they
intend to implement at completion of 10 hours of initial training (Figure 1).

2. Have teachers adopted new behaviors as a result of acquiring knowledge of
alterative pedagogical approaches? Have teachers applied their newly learned
sheltered strategies in their classrooms?
Measurable Outcome: Participant application of knowledge and skills (n=70)
Description of data to be collected: Teachers identify the extent they implemented
newly learned strategies, if applicable, for all strategies included in teacher
professional development program.
3. Do the varieties in length and format (cohorts 1-3) of this specific professional
development workshop result in improved SRI scores?
Measurable Outcome: Completers effectiveness in instructional setting (n=144)
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Description of the data to be collected: Student SRI scores (n=457) to measure
rate of growth within one academic year for the teachers in cohorts 1, 2, and 3.
4. What have completers of the professional development program reported they
need in order to effectively implement the newly learned sheltered strategies at
their classroom level and their school/district level?
Measurable Outcome: Participant learning, (n=1513)
Description of data to be collected: Teachers are surveyed after initial 10 hours of
training through Aida Walqui’s framework of 10 priorities for designing
instruction for immigrant students. Teachers surveyed anonymously answer –
what do you need from your administration to enact these priorities? Teachers’
comments are coded and quanticized and recorded (n=1943).

I anticipate that the data in response to research questions 1 and 2 will yield
positive results. I believe that teachers who engaged with the workshop series in the
professional development intervention program did, indeed gain new knowledge of
alternative teaching approaches for language learners. In addition, I suspect that teachers
did adopt new behaviors as a result of their engagement with the ideas and research-based
practices addressed throughout the workshops. Teacher will self-report if they have
applied their newly learned sheltered strategies in their classrooms.
I hypothesize that despite the teachers’ best intentions to implement and sustain
the kinds of instructional practices that have been proven to support English learners,
they have also found the application of their new learning to be overwhelming and
challenging. Overwhelming because the numbers of the language learners continue to
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rise nationally and locally, as this district experiences annually. Challenging because the
needs of language learners are immediate and, often, programs that are currently in place
in schools may not adequately support these needs. Moreover, the ways in which
teachers are supported in their practices may merit closer analysis in order to shift the
paradigm of both teacher preparation and praxis that is most often found throughout
large, urban public-school districts.
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CHAPTER 4
KALEIDOSCOPING CONTEXTS

4.1 Intersections Among the District Intervention, Educational Policy and a
Federally Funded Teacher Training Program
The purpose of this chapter is to expand upon several key facts and intersecting
pieces of research. Each piece shapes the context of this case study in significant ways
for both time and praxis. The historical and legal context surrounding the education of
dual language learners in the United States between the years 2011 and 2017 has shifted
significantly. These shifts have illuminated the criticality of a study, such as this, to
examine the efficacy of teacher training around this same issue. There are four main
themes that intersect in this study which merit further examination. It is my hope that
this chapter provides a richer, deeper context to effectively engage with the analysis of
data in the next chapter, chapter 5.
The four intersecting themes that I’d like to take up in this chapter, in the order
enumerated, are:
1) the legal obligations of schools to ensure the meaningful participation of all students,
to include emergent bilingual children in K-12 public schools;
2) the settlement agreement between the United States Justice and the United States
Attorney’s Office for the school district that is the subject of this dissertation research;
3) the federally funded program that was selected by the United States Attorney’s Office
to design a teacher training program and deliver to all educators within school district;
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4) the lack of data in the fields of in-service teacher learning and effective practices of
educating English learners. It is precisely this gap in current research that this case study
seeks to inform.

4.2 Upholding Civil Rights for English Learners
In January 2015, the United States Departments of Education and Justice issued
guidelines that clearly defined the rights of English learners within two areas of their
education: access and opportunity. The message was to remind states, school districts and
schools that, under federal law, English learners have rights to: 1) equal access to highquality education, and, 2) opportunity to achieve their full potential.

4.2.1 Lau versus Nichols
Before detailing the guidance of the contents of this letter, it is worth noting that
this law was not newly created in 2015. Rather, the guidelines were sent from both
United States Departments of Education and Justice as a reminder. In this reminder
letter, the Departments cited the original legal case upheld in the United States Supreme
Court, Lau versus Nichols, (No. 72-6520) in which a San Francisco school system failed
to provide English instruction to 1,800 students of Chinese ancestry. Following the
desegregation of the school district following a 1971 legal ruling of integration, a total of
2,856 students of Chinese ancestry were found not to speak English. Despite the lack of
English proficiency of all 2,856 students, only 1,000 received instructional support in
English. The other 1,856 students received no support or instruction in English,
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rendering their lack of access to high quality education and their lack of opportunity to
reach their full potential.
A class action was brought against the San Francisco schools by advocacy groups
of the 1,856 students who were not granted equal access to the high-quality education
accessed by students who received English instructional support. Initially the District
Court sided with the San Francisco schools, citing one aspect of the California Education
code that stated English as the basic language in all schools.
However, this decision was appealed, arguing that the school system, this one in
particular that received substantial federal assistance, violated the civil rights of students
by discrimination on the grounds of race, color or national origin (“Lau vs. Nichols,”
2018). More specifically, the case cited federal guidelines outlined through the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare in 1970, "where inability to speak and
understand the English language excludes national origin-minority group children from
effective participation in the educational program offered by a school district, the district
must take affirmative steps to rectify the language deficiency in order to open its
instructional program to these students." Ultimately, the San Francisco school district
was legally obligated to comply with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which granted the
limited English students of Chinese ancestry instructional supports to acquire English to
ensure access to the same educational opportunity.

4.2.2 Joint Statement of Guidance in 2015
Fast forward to January, 2015. The Departments of Education and Justice issued
the following reminder from Acting Assistant Attorney General Vanita Gupta: "The
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diversity of this nation is one of its greatest attributes. Ensuring English learner students
are supported in their education supports all of us. Today's guidance—40 years after
passage of the landmark Equal Educational Opportunities Act—will help schools meet
their legal obligations to ensure all students can succeed." A fact sheet that details ten
obligations all public schools must adhere to under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 and the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 (EEOA) to ensure that
English learners can participate meaningfully and equally in educational programs is
transcribed for students and parents in twelve languages.
This is the first time that a single piece of guidance has addressed the array
of federal laws that govern schools' obligations to English learners. The
guidance recognizes the recent milestone 40th anniversaries of Lau v.
Nichols and the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 (EEOA), as well
as the 50th anniversary of the Civil Rights Act. The EEOA, similar to Lau,
requires public schools to take appropriate action to help English learner
students overcome language barriers and ensure their ability to participate
equally in school.

The text above was excerpted from a press release dated January 7, 2015 that
publicized local and state education entities’ legal obligations to adhere to government
guidance about educating English learners. This press release is commonly referred to as
the Dear Colleague letter (DCL) (“Dear Colleague Letter,” 2019), see Appendix D. In
this letter, the joint Departments of Justice and Education reference a 161-page toolkit,
revised in 2017, produced by the Department of Education which clearly articulates ten
obligations, including example scenarios, for all public schools (“NCELA Toolkit,”
2019).
Later the same year in August, 2015, the Connecticut State Department of
Education released a data bulletin which reiterated the federal and Connecticut law, citing
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the rights of ELs to English language services, protected by the United States office of
Civil Rights (“CSDE Data Bulletin,” 2015). The state bulletin noted the shortage of
certified teachers to deliver high-quality instruction to English learners and further
explained the federal grants that are available to school districts. The data bulletin
reflected Connecticut’s English learners in grades K-12 during the 2014-2015 school year
and was published by the Bureau of Data Collection, Research and Evaluation.

4.3 Investigating Noncompliant Practices
The aforementioned toolkit produced by the United States Department of
Education, specifically the Office of English Language Acquisition, delineates guidance
for ten areas to ensure access and opportunity for all English learners. Should any public
institution of education in the United States fail to adhere to any of the obligations either
before or after the reminder DCL of January 2015, would violate of the Civil Rights Act
and the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 (EEOA).
Early in 2013, one of the state’s newspapers reported on a then ongoing federal
investigation into one of the largest public-school systems for violations of the EEOA.
Specifically, the piece authored by local reporter claimed the Department of Justice was
pursuing four possible “specific violations for the district failing to provide any or
providing insufficient language acquisition services for English Language Learners, and
assigning improperly trained or uncertified teachers to ELL classes….and adequate
materials for its ELL programs,” (Gordon, 2013).
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Later in this same article, the director of English language learners and world
language instruction was interviewed. When asked how the district planned to address
the issue of untrained teachers of English learners, she reported that the district was
planning to provide minimally 15 hours of direct, in service professional development to
every teacher in the district over the course of the next three years (2013-2016).
In a follow up article, dated 2015, a local newspaper cited the federal
investigation as having begun in November 2008. However, parents and caregivers were
not informed publicly about the violations of the EEOA until 2013 (Simko-Bednarski,
2015). Regardless of when exactly these violations of access and opportunity regarding
English learners were made public, a settlement was reached between the school district
and the Department of Justice in 2013. The purpose of the settlement was to resolve the
noncompliance findings that were in direct violation of the Equal Educational
Opportunities Act of 1974, 20 U.S.C. § 1703(f) (EEOA), regarding the instructional
services provided to English learners to include programs, services, teachers, and
materials.
The sequence of events is outlined in Figure 7 to provide a comprehensive
overview, understanding of the causalities among the events and, subsequently, the policy
and guidelines that were most recently drafted.
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1954: Brown versus Board of Education of Topeka found segregated schools to be
unequal and called for desegregation of all schools based upon race
1964: Title VI of Civil Rights Act prohibits discrimination on basis of race, color and
national origin in programs receiving federal financial assistance.
1974: Equal Educational Opportunities Act prohibits discrimination against faculty, staff,
and students, including racial segregation of students, and requires school districts to take
action to overcome barriers to students' equal participation.
1974: Lau v. Nichols unanimously ruled that the lack of supplemental language
instruction in public school for students with limited English proficiency violated the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.
Since 2000, there has been a steady increase in the numbers of school districts listed on
the United States Department of Justice archived records that have entered into settlement
agreements for noncompliance issues regarding equal opportunities for English learners
to access high quality, meaningful curriculum.
2013: The District represented in this dissertation case study entered into a settlement
agreement with the United States. Department of Justice Office of Public Affairs released
statement. (“Department of Justice News,” 2014).
2015: The Departments of Justice and Education collaborate to disseminate official
guidance concerning the rights of English learners in what is commonly referred to as the
January Dear Colleague letter (DCL).
Figure 7: Overview of legal proceedings that address educational equity for ELs.
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In order to ensure compliance and provide equal access and opportunities for the
more than 2000 ELs enrolled throughout 20 schools in the District, the recommendations
from the Department of Justice in the Settlement Agreement addressed the following
areas:
1) proper identification and placement of ELs;
2) provide language acquisition services to all ELs until the reach the state’s designated
proficiency benchmarks;
3) ensure that teachers of ELs are qualified to provide these services;
4) obtain adequate materials for ELs;
5) monitor students after they exit ELs services to ensure they are participating
meaningfully and equally in general education classes;
6) make appropriate language services available for ELs with disabilities.

This dissertation case study reports on the third step enumerated above. To
ensure that teachers of ELs are qualified to provide equitable educational services for all
ELs in the District, Verplaetse & Ferraro were hired as independent educational
consultants. The primary task for Verplaetse and Ferraro, per the Settlement Agreement,
was to design and deliver a professional development intervention that would be suitable
and feasible for the 1550 educators in the District, dependent upon their positions. To be
clear, measuring the efficacy of the professional development intervention program
designed and delivered throughout the District feel outside of the role of Verplaetse and
Ferraro. However, it is the aim of this dissertation, upon completion of the professional
development endeavor, to examine the impact on the teachers’ learning, changes in
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teachers’ instructional practices, student learning as well as any implications moving
forward from District compliance to commitment.

The six steps excerpted from the 2013 Settlement Agreement and enumerated
above are compatible with the ten areas that were later more clearly defined and
disseminated in the DCL, January 2015. More specifically, the Departments of Justice
and Education and the Office of Civil Rights collaborated to create ten focus areas based
directly upon their work investigating noncompliant school districts. The purpose of the
DCL was to: 1) explain the legal obligations state and local education agencies must
uphold with reference to the education of English learners, and, 2) offer guidance as to
how the Departments of Education and Justice evaluate the state and local education
agencies’ adherence to these obligations.
1. Identify and assess EL students in need of language assistance in a timely, valid,
and reliable manner;
2. Provide EL students with a language assistance program that is educationally
sound and proven successful;
3. Sufficiently staff and support the language assistance programs for EL students;
4. Ensure EL students have equal opportunities to meaningfully participate in all
curricular and extracurricular activities, including the core curriculum, graduation
requirements, specialized and advanced courses and programs, sports, and clubs:
5. Create an inclusive environment and avoid unnecessary segregation of ELs;
6. Ensure that EL students with disabilities under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) or Section 504 are evaluated in a timely and appropriate
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manner for special education and disability-related services and that their language
needs are considered in evaluations and delivery of services;
7. Meet the needs of EL students who opt out of language assistance programs;
8. Monitor and evaluate EL students in language assistance programs to ensure
their progress with respect to acquiring English proficiency and grade level core
content, exit ELs from language assistance programs when they are proficient in
English, and monitor exited students to ensure they were not prematurely exited and
that any academic deficits incurred in the language assistance program have been
remedied;
9. Evaluate effectiveness of a school district’s language assistance program(s) to
ensure that ELs in each program acquire English proficiency and that each program
was reasonably calculated to allow ELs to attain parity of participation in the standard
instructional program within a reasonable period of time;
10. Ensure meaningful communication with LEP parents.
Figure 8: Outline of legal obligations to ELs under civil rights, as identified in the DCL

The 161-page English Learners Tool Kit for State and Local Education Agencies
that accompanied that the DCL was produced by the National Center for English
Language Acquisition (NCELA) and is housed on the Office of English Language
Acquisition’s (OELA) web site. The OELA toolkit (2017), as it is commonly referred to
in the field, consists of 10 chapters. Each chapter addresses one of the ten obligations in
great detail, complete with scenarios, action steps and ESSA updates.
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4.3.1 Significance of the Settlement Agreement
Returning to the subject of this case study, the Settlement Agreement is
significant for a myriad of reasons. First and foremost, the size of the school district and
the implications that naturally surround these kinds of federal probes are significant.
These investigations are significant because of the precedence they set, the outcomes that
are or are not met and the challenges that are reported. The District educates
approximately 16,000 students in grades PreK through 12, of which 13% are identified
English learners (n=2121). Though the number of English learners may seem substantial,
seventy percent (70%) of the students are minority and forty-three percent (43%) are
Hispanic, representing the District’s largest ethnicity group. The District is comprised of
fifteen (15) elementary school, six (6) middle schools, and three (3) high schools. It is
prioritized as an Alliance district, earning this ranking as one of thirty low performing
districts under the ESEA accountability system (CSDE Data Bulletin, 2015).
There is a tremendous shift in affordance and agency when students are granted
access to meaningful curriculum and the opportunity to reach their full potential.
Sheltered instructional practices are part of a pedagogy of rigor and hope (Walqui, 2006).
Walqui (2006) maintains “that it is possible for second language learners to develop deep
disciplinary knowledge and engage in challenging academic activities if teachers know
how to support them pedagogically to achieve their potential,” (p. 159). Simply put, if
the District is successful in providing access to rich, stimulating, comprehensible content
as well as equitable opportunities to develop academic language, content and competent
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learner identities, then it has the potential to serve as a model for subsequent districts
across the nation faced with similar challenges.
The then Acting Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights Division Jocelyn
Samuels applauded the District for developing a comprehensive plan to ensure
compliance. Once approved, Samuels stated, “faithful implementation of this settlement
agreement will ensure that ELs, like all district students, have access to qualified
teachers, instruction designed to impart the necessary English language skills, and
dedicated resources to meet ELs particular learning needs,” (Department of Justice News,
2014).
Secondly, as schools across the country struggle with the overwhelming challenge
of how to effectively educate linguistically and culturally diverse students, it is
imperative that real scenarios are provided as exemplary models. The United States
Attorney Deirdre Daly stated, “this settlement agreement creates a roadmap for all
schools [in the state] that provide a comprehensive plan to effectively serve all students
who are not yet proficient in English. We thank the District for working along with the
Justice Department to achieve this positive and hopeful result” (Department of Justice
News, 2014). There is great potential to establish a precedence by documenting how one
of the largest school districts in the Northeast has engaged in measures to provide
equitable educational opportunities. In addressing its obligations to carry out the
Settlement Agreement, the District reaffirms its mission and commitment to all learners,
while providing a lesson that transcends state boundaries to all practitioners.
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4.4 Ensuring Teachers of English Learners are Qualified
This dissertation case study reports on the third area of obligation originating
from noncompliance that addressed the qualifications of the in-service teachers currently
teaching English learners in the District. With the counsel of the Consultants, the District
drafted a plan in order to ensure that the 1,350 teachers are qualified to meet the
educational needs of English learners. This Settlement Agreement detailed this aspect of
the District’s plan to ensure compliance (Appendix E, Attachment).
The Settlement Agreement describes the action steps to be taken in order to
ensure compliance with the training of all instructional staff. The section of Appendix E
titled “Instructional Staff” begins with #32, “the District shall adequately train its
teachers of ELLs to ensure that they provide quality ELL services across the ELP and
grade levels they are assigned to teach.” Several of the mandated steps that follow
include actively recruiting TESOL-certified teachers and bilingual staff and ensuring that
TESOL-certified teachers provide all ESL instruction.
Paragraphs 37 and 38 of the Settlement Agreement directly address the specific
steps towards preparing teachers to equitably teach ELs.
36. During the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years, all District teachers,
principals, and assistant principals shall complete 20 hours of intensive training
on instructional strategies for working with ELLs. Fifteen of these hours will be
direct training and the other 5 hours will be in-classroom application and
coaching. The training modules and levels are presented in the Attachment
(Appendix E).
37. During the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years, the District shall ensure
that all teachers of sheltered content classes to ELLs complete at least 45 hours of
intensive training on instructional strategies for working with ELLs. Twenty-five
to thirty of these hours shall be direct training, and the other fifteen to twenty
hours shall be in-classroom application and coaching to ensure transfer of the
training to the teacher’s content classrooms.
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This professional development shall focus on practical classroom application of
instructional strategies appropriate for planning, delivering, and sheltering content
for ELLs within the context of standards-based unit and lesson planning,
instruction, and assessment and shall include sufficient opportunities for
modeling, practicing, and receiving feedback regarding such strategies.
The intensive training that is proposed in the Settlement Agreement was delivered
over a five-year period to all educators in the District, 2012-2017. The mandates are
clearly articulated. The first, number 36, states that every teacher in the District must
complete 20 hours of training on instructional strategies for working with ELs, 15 of
which is direct training. This group of educators comprised of teachers, principals and
assistant principals who complete the “Initial training” is referred to as Cohort 2 in this
case study (Appendix B).
The second paragraph, number 37, states that those teachers of sheltered content
classes comprised entirely of English learners must complete minimally 45 hours of
intensive training on instructional strategies for working with ELs, 25 of which is direct
training. This group of teachers who complete the “Advanced training” is referred to as
Cohort 3 in this case study (Appendix C).

4.4.1 Training for All Teachers Program, Southern Connecticut State University
A detailed description of the training modules and levels of training are presented
in the Addendum of the Settlement, as noted at the end of paragraphs 36 and 37. The
addendum to the Settlement with regard to ensuring quality teachers of English learners
reads:
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All teachers, assistant principals, and principals will complete 20 hours of
intensive training on working with ELL students over three years (the Initial
Training). Fifteen of these 20 hours will consist of direct training, conducted by
the Training for All Teachers Program at Southern Connecticut State University,
as reflected in Modules 1 to 6 below. This program, developed by a professional
team from Southern Connecticut State University, consists of intensive modules
designed to train educators in the use of sheltered instruction strategies.

This piece of the Settlement agreement is precisely where I can pinpoint the
origin of my involvement. Since 2007, I served as Program Director of the Training for
All Teachers (TAT) Program affiliated with Southern Connecticut State University
(SCSU). At its core, TAT is a training program, funded by a National Professional
Development discretionary grant administered by the Office of English Language
Acquisition (OELA), award T365Z110067. The mission of the TAT program is to
design and implement professional development activities intended to improve the
instruction of ELs. In my role as Program Director, I delivered professional development
workshops to educators in the District in 2012. Dr. Lorrie Verplaetse, Professor and
Coordinator of the TESOL & Bilingual Education graduate program at SCSU, was the
Principal Investigator and author of the OELA NPD grant-funded TAT Program.

4.4.1.1 The Training Design and Delivery
Both the Initial and the Advanced training, as referred to in the Settlement
Agreement, were co-designed by Verplaetse and Ferraro (2011). The attachment that
appears as the last three pages of the Settlement Agreement, publicly accessible on the
Department of Justice website, was authored by me at the request of the Associate
Superintendent. In 2011, the District contacted the TAT Program at SCSU to inquire
about the training. As stated earlier in this chapter, the District was under federal

95

investigation for alleged violations of the EEOA, beginning in 2008. I presented the
Initial and Advanced phases of the professional development training designed by
Ferraro & Verplaetse (2011) to the Associate superintendent and the Assistant U.S.
Attorney, Ndidi Moses, and Emily McCarthy, Deputy Chief, U.S. Department of Justice.

4.4.1.2 Prioritizing the Training
The District administrators and the Department of Justice representatives
developed an action plan to satisfy mandates 36 and 37 of the Settlement Agreement.
The planning and delivery of the training was prioritized through a cohort model. The
initial training for all teachers and administrators would be provided in a 2-cohort model.
Cohort 1, comprised of elementary teachers and administrators, planned to
complete the initial 10-hour of training in 2013-2014. [The District’s use of the term
cohort to indicate the sequence in which groups of educators completed the initial
training, different from my use of “cohort” which refers to the lengths of training
received by two different groups of educators.] Elementary teachers were prioritized
over secondary teachers because the majority of ELs are in the lower elementary grades,
consistent with the state average of sixty percent concentrated in grades K-5 (CSDE Data
Bulletin, 2015). Cohort 2, comprised of secondary teachers and administrators, would
complete the initial 10-hour training in 2014-15. Verplaetse and Ferraro co-delivered
100% of the 10-hour initial trainings between 2012-2017.
In the subsequent year, 2015-16, all teachers and administrators complete the
remaining 5 hours of direct training coupled with the 5 hours of application and coaching
in-schools, concluding all teachers’ initial training and ensuring compliance per
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settlement agreement. Elementary and secondary teachers assigned to teach sheltered
content classes to ELs receive the additional 25 hours of the Advanced training.
The aim of the training delivery model is for all elementary teachers to complete
the initial training by the end of the 2013-2014 academic year and for all secondary
teachers and administrators to complete the following year, 2014-2015. Those teachers
whose primary role is as sheltered content teachers, complete the full 45 hours, to include
the advanced training (+ 25 hours) in the summer of 2016.

4.4.1.2.1 Overview of Initial and Advanced Training
An overview of the modules, each approximately 2.5 hours, that comprise the
initial training, in response to mandate 36 and listed in the addendum of the settlement
agreement, appear in Appendices B and C. Modules 1 - 4 of the Initial training total 10
hours while Modules 5 and 6 plus five hours of on-the-job coaching total 10 hours.
Verplaetse and Ferraro designed modules 1-8. They trained two EL specialists from
within the District to deliver the advanced modules 5-6 for the initial training.
In response to mandate 37 of the settlement agreement, the District adopted
TAT’s advanced professional development program to satisfy the level and specificity of
training needed for the sheltered content teachers. In addition to the Initial training, all
sheltered content teachers receive an additional 25 hours, including 15 hours of direct
instruction and 10 hours of in-classroom coaching on the strategies covered in the direct
instruction.
The fifteen (15) hours of direct instruction consists of five hours for Modules 7
and 8, and an additional 10 hours of training on the application of research-based,
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effective strategies for teaching academic vocabulary, reading comprehension, and
writing strategies for ELs and integrating these strategies into cohesive sheltered content
lessons. Verplaetse and Ferraro (2011) designed the advanced training and,
subsequently, trained two EL specialists from within the District to deliver the advanced
modules 7-8. Both EL specialists have Masters degrees in TESOL and Bilingual
Education and have worked as teachers for minimally eight years.

4.4.2 (Re)evaluating the Training
For educators who completed of the Initial and the Advanced training, this
dissertation study investigates the efficacy of the professional development training
program. Because the program was required to be compliant with the EEOA as part of
the settlement agreement, the training program is synonymously referred to as an
intervention. That is, the Office of Civil Rights concluded that the way the District had
educated English learners was not in compliance with the EEOA. Therefore, intervening
steps had to be taken, mandated by the agreement, to produce a qualified and credentialed
teaching faculty to educate ELs and provide access to a high-quality curriculum.

4.4.2.1 Examining Teacher Learning and Change in Behavior
The lines of inquiry guiding my research posed in this dissertation study are (completers
of training referred to as participants in context of case study):
1. Have participants gained new knowledge of alternative teaching approaches for
language learners as a result of completing this professional development initiative?
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2. Have workshop participants adopted new behaviors as a result of acquiring knowledge
of alterative pedagogical approaches and applied their newly learned sheltered strategies
in their classrooms?

4.4.2.2 Analyzing Student Literacy Achievement
The efficacy of the initial 15 hours of direct instruction as compared with the
efficacy of the 45 hours, constituting a blend of direct instruction and practical
application of the newly learned ideas and strategies, is the subject of the third, follow up
research question of this case study.
3. What results emerge from comparing the quantitative reading assessment scores of
language learners who were taught for one academic year by participants who had and
had not completed 15 hours (cohort 2) versus 45 hours (cohort 3) of Best Instructional
Practices for Effectively Educating English Learners (Verplaetse and Ferraro, 2011)?
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Figure 9: Organization of cohorts in relation to student assessment score retrieval.

4.4.2.3 Raising the Teachers’ Voices to Lay a Solid Foundation
Lastly, I believe regardless of what findings are discovered about teacher learning
and student academic achievement, we deserve to listen to the voices of teachers.
Lending the microphone, so to speak, to approximately one thousand five hundred
educators in a single District to ask them what they need is powerful, if not enlightening.
After undertaking a large scale professional development initiative as this, administrators
and leadership of programs for dual language learners should want to hear the needs of
their teachers. All educators were required to attend minimally fifteen hours of direct
instruction in an attempt to build from a common foundation. How useful it would be to
extend an invitation to the educators so that they, too, may forge a strong foundation to
shelter dual language learners. To that end, I want to know what do teacher need in order
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to effectively implement the newly learned sheltered strategies at their classroom level
and their school/district level?

4.4.3 Monitoring Professional Development
As a final component of the settle agreement, the District tracked completers of
Initial and Advanced training programs, ensuring all were complete by July 2016.
Feedback was regularly provided to Verplaetse and Ferraro and the District’s EL
specialists so that the professional development program continued to engage teachers
meaningfully and effectively. Lastly, the District’s EL department observed teachers and
administrators as they collaborated to effectively implement the newly learned sheltered
strategies.

4.5 Creating a Data Rich Foundation
Finally, the opportunity to play a critical role in the design and delivery of this
effort over five years has significant possibilities for advancing the field. Much of what
was discovered through my review of the literatures was that the current state of
education fell short in three key areas that addressed, or failed to wholly address, the
effective education of English learners. As a nation, we are failing to meet the needs of
English learners on three fronts: pre-service training, shortage of qualified teachers
currently in the field, and limited access to high quality professional development that
seeks to retrofit the in-service teachers by engaging them in effective sheltered
pedagogies that have been proven effective in the education of ELs (Echevarria &
Gravies, 2010; Short, 2013).
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Taie and Goldring (2017) cite a lack of pre-service teacher preparation in the
University programs that serve to apprentice teachers through formal and applied
coursework into the field of education. Pre-service teachers have reported a high degree
of confidence in their ability to differentiate cognitively but self-report they lack the skills
and confidence needed to differentiate linguistically for the English learners (Taie &
Goldring, 2017). Taie and Goldring (2017) claim that only 38% students in teacher prep
programs completed coursework that addressed the educational needs of English learners.
This shortcoming of teacher preparation programs may be a result of the fact that no
national standards exist for teacher education programs to prepare teachers of English
learners. In fact, only 20 states require teachers have education in this area (Ballantyne,
Sanderman, Levy, 2008).
The second shortcoming we have as a nation is the shortage of qualified, inservice teachers to satisfactorily meet the needs of ELs. This may come as no surprise
given the first shortcoming shared that found pre-service teachers underprepared to
adequately meet the needs of linguistically diverse students. Thirty-two states, 64%,
faced a consistent teacher shortage in 2016 (Cross, 2016) in bilingual education and
TESOL certified teachers.
Lastly, and most significant for the purposes of this study is the limit of access to
high quality professional development for current teachers (DeMonte, 2013; DiCerbo,
Anstrom, Backer, & Rivera, 2014). There are few studies that either quantitatively or
qualitatively evaluated approaches, partly because the need to implement the approaches
has outpaced the research time needed to evaluate in-service professional development
programs (Echevarria & Graves, 2010). In the last few years, the call for practice and
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research has intensified for teacher training programs that are designed to develop teacher
knowledge of alternative pedagogical approaches effective for dual language learners
(Park, Zong, & Bataloava, 2018).
Here, at this cross road, lies the significance of this research. It is timely, it is
critically needed for the ELs we serve. As U.S. Attorney Deirdre Daly alluded to, it is
critical we create a roadmap for schools who struggle to design a similar plan to
effectively educate their ELs. As a nation of educators who undoubtedly know that the
students we teach will continue to grow in cultural and linguistic diversity, we are
obligated to change the course by addressing our current failures. My dissertation seeks
to inform the last shortcoming. That is, what constitutes high-quality professional
development for current, in-service teachers? The end of the professional development
intervention training has neared the end of its course and the District was found
successfully compliant on all counts. But how effective was this initiative for teachers,
administrators, and students?

My research questions aim to measure:
a) teacher learning and subsequent teacher behaviors by comparing what
sheltered strategies they committed to adopting into practice (after 10 hours of training)
to what teachers’ self-report they actually implemented into practice when surveyed
minimally one year post training; and,
b) student academic growth – are the students learning more effectively when
they have a whole year with teachers who have not yet begun the training, those who
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have completed the initial (15-20 hours) or those who have completed the advanced (45
hours)?;
c) administrative supports to enact sheltered practices in their classrooms,
anonymously reported by teachers through the lens of Walqui’s (2000) ten priorities for
instructing ELs.
The scale of this dissertation research in scope and longevity is grand. I felt it
imperative to thoroughly explain the four intersecting trajectories – federal policy that
protects the educational rights of ELs and our schools’ obligations to adhere to these
policies, the specific case study exemplified by the District, the subject of this research,
when it is found not to be in compliance with the federal law (EEOA), my unique role as
designer of the training program (Initial and Advanced), instructor of the Initial training
to include modules one through four, and, ultimately, my role as an intimately embedded
researcher coupled with the opportunity to share pieces of research the field desperately
needs.
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS I: MEASURING TEACHER LEARNING
5.1 Framing the Findings for Teacher Change
In order to examine about the efficacy of the professional development initiative
with regard to teacher learning, I found it critical to redefine the concepts of evaluation
and effectiveness. I leveraged Guskey’s (2002) framework in which he enumerates five
levels of evaluating professional development experiences for educators, each level a
prerequisite for the next. Though the five levels of evaluation go beyond the scope of the
lines of inquiry of this dissertation, they are worth examining.
As a critical first step in the process, Guskey (2002) privileges participant
reactions to the experience. Most often, school leadership seeks teachers’ reactions to
professional development via surveys or questionnaires and uses this information to
improve design and delivery. The District administered evaluations for teachers to take
online immediately following the training. Although such data is not included in this
study, the associate superintendent of the District reported overwhelmingly positive
reviews. In response to an open-ended question, discussed in depth at the end of this
chapter, educators reported the Initial and Advanced training was the best professional
development s/he had had in twelve years of teaching. Moreover, several participants
shared that beyond the effect on them as teachers, they feel it has given them, as teachers,
a common language to speak together.
The second level of critical evaluation of professional development, according to
Guskey (2002), is the analysis of teacher learning. Evidence of teacher learning and
acquisition of new knowledge, skills or strategies is most often found in teachers’ self-
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reporting, orally or in writing, directly following the professional development exercise.
The subject of teacher learning and application, which addresses my first two research
questions, are taken up in this chapter.
The third critical level of professional development evaluation addresses
organizational support and change. Were the newly acquired learning and practices
supported by administrative leadership in classroom contexts? Such feedback from
teachers can be elicited via questionnaires, structured interviews, District or school
records (Guskey, 2002) and helps to inform the efforts undertaken through the
professional development initiative. This step is paramount in terms of identifying areas
in which teachers need support that is essential to implementing the newly acquired
knowledge and skillset prior to the enacting the skills in practice. Information garnered
at this level also identifies challenges and, therefore, demands time in planning
alternative solutions.
The sequence, as Guskey (2002) describes, is essential in the evaluation process.
The third step which identifies organization support for the change, in this case an
instructional shift to equitably support dual language learners, is a prerequisite for the
fourth level of evaluation. The fourth level of evaluation addresses teacher application of
the specialized instruction, here sheltered instruction practices. Evidence of instructional
shifts and changes in teacher behavior are commonly found through observations of
teachers practice, questionnaires, interviews and/or reflections (Guskey, 2002).
The last critical piece in Guskey’s (2002) evaluation sequence circles back to the
original intent of the professional development – student learner outcomes. The primary
goal of teacher professional development is to improve student outcomes through the
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application of the newly acquired knowledge and skills. Participants attend and engage
in professional development that is grounded making them better at their practice. They
expect their practice to be stronger as a result of their having completed the professional
development. Guskey (2002) found that teachers are motivated when the professional
development experiences provide them with concrete tools they can readily implement
the next day into their own classroom.
Guskey (2002) claims that it is in this final stage that any changes in the bottom
line can be measured. This step in the evaluation process must come after participant’s
reflection and evaluation, participants’ learning, support for the enactment of this
learning by administration and school leadership which ultimately leads to changes or
shifts in teaching practices. It is the goal that instructional shifts will be evident in the
student learning, across a variety of outcomes.

5.2 Compliance versus Evaluation
Coincidentally, the areas of investigation that my dissertation explores are aligned
with those articulated by Guskey (2002), albeit in a slightly different order. That is, the
questions posed in this longitudinal study initially centered around the students, the dual
language learners in the District, who were not afforded access to meaningful and
comprehensible curriculum, as defined by the Department of Justice. The purpose of the
Settlement Agreement between the District and the Department of Justice was the
following (see Appendix E):
to address and resolve the noncompliance findings raised as of the date of this
Agreement by the United States Department of Justice (“the United States”) under
the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, 20 U.S.C. § 1703(f) (EEOA),
regarding the adequacy of the District’s provision of English Language Learner
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(ELL) services, teachers, materials, and special education services to ELLs, its
monitoring of current and former ELLs, and its evaluation of its ELL programs
(p. 2).
Specific requirements to be met by the District were organized in the Agreement
into eight categories: 1) Identifying ELLs and Placing Them on an ELL Caseload and in
ELL Services, 2) Instruction of ELs, 3) Supplemental Assistance, 4) Instructional Staff,
5) Special Education, 6) Scheduling of Services, 7) Resource Allocation and Materials,
and 8) Monitoring. The primary focus of this longitudinal study falls under the fourth
category titled Instructional Staff, which details the intensive training on instructional
strategies for all teachers throughout the District. The specific requirements articulated
by the Settlement Agreement with regard to instructional staff appear in paragraphs 36
and 37, page 13, of the Settlement (Appendix E) which state:
36. During the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years, all District teachers,
principals, and assistant principals shall complete 20 hours of intensive training
on instructional strategies for working with ELLs. Fifteen of these hours will be
direct training and the other 5 hours will be in-classroom application and
coaching. The training modules and levels are presented in the Attachment.
37. During the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years, the District shall ensure
that all teachers of sheltered content classes to ELLs complete at least 45 hours of
intensive training on instructional strategies for working with ELLs. Twenty-five
to thirty of these hours shall be direct training, and the other fifteen to twenty
hours shall be in-classroom application and coaching to ensure transfer of the
training to the teacher’s content classrooms. To be considered on track to
complete this training within three years, the teacher must complete at least 15
hours of training per year. This professional development shall focus on practical
classroom application of instructional strategies appropriate for planning,
delivering, and sheltering content for ELLs within the context of standards-based
unit and lesson planning, instruction, and assessment and shall include sufficient
opportunities for modeling, practicing, and receiving feedback regarding such
strategies.
Though the Settlement Agreement thoroughly explains the purpose, specific
requirements, and enforcement of the obligations, it does not articulate how to evaluate
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the professional development endeavor. The Agreement was primarily interested in
measures taken by the District that would identify them as compliant with federal policy
on equitable education. For instance, one mandate may state the District’s obligation to
ensure that all educators complete minimally 20 hours of training and, for those educators
teaching sheltered content classes, 45 hours of intensive training.
To be in compliance with this mandate, the District must have every educator
complete minimally 20 hours of training. The Settlement Agreement does not require
evaluation of this training. For the purpose of this research study, the group of educators
described in paragraph 36 have been identified as Cohort 2, while the educators described
in paragraph 37 have been identified as Cohort 3. Those teachers who had not begun the
Initial training by the end of June 2016, were identified as Cohort 1, the control group.

5.3 A Model for Teacher Change
The findings that are presented in this chapter address change in teachers’
knowledge and instruction of dual language learners following a five-year intervention
program. To explore teacher change as a result of professional development, I draw upon
a model for teacher change, proposed by Guskey (2002), that centers teachers and their
classroom practices. Oftentimes, professional development leaders design workshops
with the intent to produce a change in attitude or perception among participants (Guskey,
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2002). They believe the change in attitude may lead to a change in behavior and, in turn,
improved student performance.

Figure 10: Guskey’s (2002) model for teacher change, highlighting change in teachers’
classroom practices.
However, Guskey (2002, p.382) veered away from the “psychotherapeutic
models” in conceiving a slightly different order for teacher change to occur, as a result of
professional development. Directly following teacher learning would be the application
to practice. Teacher would change their behaviors based upon what they had learned.
This change in a teachers’ behavior and instruction would subsequently yield a change in
student learning outcomes. Simply put, a change in a teachers’ instructional style could
be evident in the growth in learning of the students. Only after teachers observe a change
in student outcomes would their own attitudes and beliefs change. Once evidence of
improved student learning is visible, then their attitudes and beliefs about the intervention
would be favorable. This shift wouldn’t necessarily occur because of the professional
development but more because of the success they experienced once implemented into
practice (Guskey, 2002).
Using Guskey’s (2002) Model for Teacher Change as a framework to guide our
thinking of efficacy of the mandated Initial and Advanced Training, I turn to my first
research question: have teachers gained new knowledge of alternative teaching
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approaches for English language learners? I first examine data which addresses the
question of teacher learning before examining the second part of this question which
addresses a subsequent change in classroom practices.
The Initial training delivered by Verplaetse & Ferraro (2011) was largely based
upon sheltered instructional strategies than have been proven effective in the education of
English learners (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013). As outlined in chapter 3, the Initial
training was designed around twelve strategies to help make academic content accessible
and comprehensible and seven strategies to help engage students in academic output,
both written and oral. These two ideas – making input comprehensible and creating
opportunities for interaction and output – are at the core of the Initial training and are
based upon current research of how dual language learners learn academic language and
content throughout all grades in school (Echevarria & Graves, 2010; Vygotsky 1985).

5.4 From Initial Training Completion to Commitment
At the culmination of the first ten hours of Initial Training teachers were asked,
via an anonymous written record, to identify three specific changes they planned to
implement as a result of the Initial Training. An example of such a commitment form
that all educators completed, including administrators, student service personnel, paras
and tutors, appears in Figure 11.
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Figure 11: Workshop completion form, teachers commit to changes in practice.

Over the course of the five years of this longitudinal study, 1457 completers of
the Initial training reported the specific changes they planned to implement, based upon
their newly learned sheltered instructional strategies. Of the 1457 completers of the
Initial training, 1217 were classroom teachers, 91 were paraprofessionals, 64 were
administrators, 49 worked as student service personnel, e.g. speech pathologist, school
counselor, etc. while another 18 served as content area specialists (math coach, reading
specialist), and another 18 were tutors.
Table 7: Distribution of educators who identified changes to classroom practice upon
completion of Initial training in years 1-5.
Yr 1 Yr 2 Yr 3
Yr 4 Yr 5 Totals
Teacher
119
189
300
436
173
1217
Student service, media, tech
Content specialist
Tutor
Para
Admins
TOTAL #s of educators

2
3

11
135

8
6
9
12
224

112

18
8
73
14
413

16
9
1
18
24
504

5

3
181

49
18
18
91
64
1457

The 1457 commitment forms were then tabulated to identify, specifically, which
sheltered strategies educators planned to implement into their practice as a result of
having completed the Initial Training.
Table 8: Compendium of sheltered instructional strategies that guide Initial training
design.

1
1A
1B
1C
1D
2
2A
2B
2C
3
3A
3B
3C
3D
3E
4
4A
4B
5
5A
5B
6
6A
6B
6C

Sheltered Instructional Strategies (Foundation of Initial Training)
Contextualize Whole Lessons
Build and activate background knowledge
Develop vocabulary
Use visuals, gestures, and realia
Create opportunities to negotiate meaning
Make Academic Text Comprehensible
Use graphic organizers intentionally
Modify written text (paraphrase, rewrite, highlight)
Amplify the number of activities per lesson
Make Classroom Talk Comprehensible
Pace teacher's speech
Use listening guides
Use word walls
Frame main ideas
Check for understanding
Change Traditional Classroom Talk
Practice instructional conversations
Ask big questions and signal listening in responses
Engage at Appropriate Proficiency Levels
Vary question techniques based on students’ proficiency levels
Challenge students to produce extended academic talk
Give Students Voice
Model language for oral and written production
Use small group work and pair work to elicit student talk
Respond to students’ voice - writing and error correction
At the conclusion of the Initial training, participants were guided by the sheltered

strategies checklist but were not asked to exclusively limit their responses to within the
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19 sheltered instructional strategies (Table 8 below). For those completers that identified
a specific sheltered strategy, the following bar charts have been broken into two areas: 1)
twelve sheltered strategies that make the lesson content comprehensible (1A-3E), and, 2)
seven sheltered strategies that create opportunities for interaction and oral and written
output (4A-6C), (Verplaetse & Ferraro, 2011).

The majority of the strategies teachers planned to implement into their own
practice were concentrated in the areas that help make lesson content accessible and
comprehensible. More than half of the total responses (n=4407) addressed strategies
about making content comprehensible (n=2680), while the remaining responses (n=1727)
addressed changes teachers plan to make to create more opportunities for students to
interact, both orally and in writing, about the lesson content.

5.4.1 Commitments to Making Content Comprehensible
Throughout the five years of Initial Training, 23% of the commitments to
changing teacher practice addressed the use of visuals, gestures and realia (1C) as one
way to contextualize whole lessons for English learners (n=628), while the
implementation of listening guides (3B) into practice accounted for only 3% (n=81) of
those same commitments.
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Figure 12: Teachers’ commitments to changing practice, I, 2011-2016.

One hypothesis for this significant discrepancy in numbers may be attributed to
the level of familiarity teachers have with implementing visuals, gestures, and realia into
classroom practice, ie. they may already rely on these tools to make lessons
comprehensible for their students. The idea of using listening guides is specific to the
field of educating emergent bilinguals and is practiced by those who use sheltered
instructional strategies (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013). Perhaps because of its
unfamiliarity to the teachers, they may have been less likely to identify it as a way to
change their practice.
That said, two other sheltered strategies consistently were identified over the five
years in the teachers’ identification to change classroom practice: using graphic
organizers intentionally, 2A, (n=418, 16%), that is before a lesson and also partially or
wholly completed for dual language learners, and modifying academic text, 2B, (n=285,
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11%). These numbers represent significant shifts in the way teachers change their
practice, as both strategies specifically are linked to the effective education of dual
language learners (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013).

5.4.2 Commitments to Increasing Opportunities for Interaction
A similar analysis of the seven strategies (n=1727) that foster and support
academic language production, both orally and written, and promote opportunities for
interaction is represented in Figure 13 below.

Figure 13: Teachers’ commitments to changing practice, II, 2011-2016.

Throughout the five years of Initial Training, 23% (n=402) of the commitments to
changing teacher practice addressed the use of small group work and pair work (6B) as a
way to elicit extended student talk and interaction. Shifting teacher talk in ways that
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challenge students to produce academic talk within smaller groupings or one-on-one with
teacher and student (5B) yielded the least number of responses from teachers (n= 178,
10%). Interestingly, 21% (n=371) of teachers committed to asking higher order thinking,
wondering questions that engage students with academic content and language
(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013; Heritage, Walqui, & Linquanti, 2015; Verplaetse,
2014). Building on the idea of asking big questions (Verplaetse, 2014), teachers’
commitments to facilitating instructional conversations (4A), (van Lier &
Walqui, 2012), varying big questions (5A) based upon a learners’ proficiency level, and
modeling language to give students voice (6A) were equally weighted (13-14%) in their
responses.
An area of sheltered instruction that garnered the fewest commitments from
teachers as they thought about moving forward and changing their practice was in the
area of feedback. Questions surrounding how to accurately and properly provide
evaluative feedback to dual language learners on written assignments proved to be
challenging. I suspect the lack of commitments to changing teaching practices may be
attributed to tension between standardized assessment practices and authentic assessment
practices combined with lack of knowledge and experience in how to evaluate language
development as separate from content development (Hakuta, 2014; van Lier & Walqui,
2012).

5.4.3 Commitments to Changing Teacher Practice, Unaligned to Sheltered
Strategies
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In addition to the 4407 responses from teachers that fell neatly into the
compendium of sheltered instructional strategies, an additional 330 comments from
teachers did not directly correlate to instructional strategies or the specific sheltered
strategy that was included in the Initial training materials. These specific changes are
organized into fifteen categories, enumerated in Table 9 below, with examples of
teachers’ comments to illustrate the category as well as a total number of teachers’
comments that fell within a given category, to the far-right column.
Table 9: Teachers’ commitments to changing practice, III, 2011-2016.
Categories

Teachers identified specific changes to practice as a result of
Initial training

Counts

1. Shift
instruction to
align with
sheltered
instruction
2. Know my
students

Use more EL strategies, change my lessons, try to take
language barrier out, streamline lessons; embed more
sheltered content instruction earlier in the year vs
remediation @ end of year; Overall scaffolding of lesson by
frontloading
Set realistic expectations, adjust expectations based on Ss'
stage, modify instructions for levels of proficiency,
recognize and assess Els @ prof levels; create a safe
environment for Els to feel they can take risks and speak in
front of others; offer positive reinforcement; validate & raise
confidence of my ELs; create meaningful lessons, use NL to
support to English to explain and support understanding
Translate activities; leverage virtual resources, TAT website,
NEWSELA, create links to SCSU EL Curriculum library,
provide links to Ts; create shared folder of EL strategies and
resources for all staff to access
Provide common planning + to review/implement sheltered
strategies; prioritize time for teachers, reminders to show for
monthly meetings; look for sheltered collab time in our
schedule, take look at existing lessons to ID revisions for
Els/mods; create leveled assignments, develop
understanding according to EL level
Understand difficult sounds + teach them (refer to
contrastive analyses); closer attention to purposeful
grouping, think strategically about placing Ss in
heterogeneous groups; learn more about Ss' L1 difference;
Setting language objectives for Els, differentiating lessons
for Els for lx, differentiated objectives; more opps for Ss to
speak in less intimidating situations, attention to deliberate
partnerships in seating charts, linguistic social engineering

61

3. Locate
Resources

4. Revise
curriculum,
collaborate and
plan

5. Attend to
student
language
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37

37

32

29

6. Attend to
Instructional
language

Repetition; be more self-aware, + instructional practices for
Els at all levels; be more specific with language I am using,
more mindful of activities w/ language, more aware of
language I use in class, simplified language, no idioms,
strategic language use; use clearer language that is simple
and repetitive, esp when giving directions

28

7. Improve
communication
between ESL &
mainstream
teachers

Coordination between EL staff + rest of staff; help Ts make
modifications for linguistic differences for teachers; work
closely with EL Ts, involve bilingual education teachers in
school improvement efforts; Push into classrooms to provide
more language output for teachers; share sheltered strategies
(and planning) with speech and ELL Ts

27

8. Sustain newly
learned
practices

Conduct walk thrus to provide feedback + look for evidence,
focus walks, use checklist, pre-observations + informed
review; USING info from walkthrus to guide instruction; PD
to share and reinforce strategies ongoing support of PD, T
training and awareness of EL strats, deliver PD for Ts

27

9. Improve
literacy
development

Continue to build bilingual section of the library; signage in
library in multiple languages; learn meaning before
sounding out words; finding common letters and work with
those first; translate our guided reading books to their
language and send home to practice; stress use of repetition
of read alouds/poems to increase fluency; reading in own
language first, support use of native language literacy

14

10. Request PD
for Cultural
Awareness
11. Revise
assessment
practices

Learn more about Els' culture, norms, and language; reach
out to parents/communities, understand the cultures

13

Modify assessments; be more fair attempts at evaluation of
Els; be clear on LAS Scores; include linguistic rubrics;
provide math assessment in native language

10

12. Connect
with parents

Study guide and HW questions for parents to pre-teach
content; connect with parents via letters, more parental
involvement, focus on making parent/teacher conference
EL-accessible
Motivating ELs to seek help from classmates; assign a peer
tutor day 1 to each EL

9

Look for district testing screens for my ELs

2

More research

1

13. Foster
students helping
students
14. Access to
EL Data
15. Conduct
research

Total commitments to changing teacher practice from completers of Initial
training

119

3

329

Although the categories in Table 9 are organized by quantity of teachers’
comments in that given area, the rows are color-coded to illustrate commonalities among
themes. For example, the majority of teachers, 24% (n=88), committed to changing their
practice by implementing and sustaining sheltered instructional practices, indicated by
categories 1 and 8. A significant group of teachers (n=73, 22%) expressed their interest
in reshaping the curriculum in the following three ways: a) category 4: collaborate, plan
and revise curriculum (10%), b) category 7: improve communication between the ESL
and mainstream teachers [to more effectively address curriculum] (8%), and c) improve
literacy practice by attending to native languages and providing multilingual texts (4%).
Another emerging pattern that spread over three categories posits the student and
the family at the core of the learning experience. The responses from teachers about the
changes to practice centered around took a humanizing approach, in categories 2, 10 and
12. In a time and place where students are equated with numbers along a continuum to
proficiency or benchmark standards, a critical group of teachers (18%, n=59) plan to find
ways to make their students more visible in the curriculum, in their discourse, in their
appraisal. These implemented changes can be tremendously empowering and validating
for dual language learners. This same group of teachers (n=9) commented on ways to
increase connections and support to the students’ families. They also expressed an
interest in learning more about cultures, norms, and languages represented by the dual
language learners in the District.
Lastly, and perhaps the most significant shift in the way teachers (n=57, 17%):
plan to augment their practice is by attending to two kinds of talk, represented by
categories 5 and 6. The data in these two categories suggest teachers have a raised
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awareness of their own language, instructional language of the classroom, and the
language development and expectations of their students. These kinds of shifts in
instructional practice are specific to the pedagogies that support dual language learners. I
say that to give weight to the fact that these kinds of shifts, I suspect, are newly learned as
a result of the Initial training. Nevertheless, teachers show an eagerness to change their
practice in ways that demonstrate their knowledge of language and content development
along two continua, of the fact that there must be some linguistic differentiation (different
than the cognitive differentiation that is part of their current practice), and of their
sensitivity to socially engineering students in ways that take into account language
development and the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978).
In summary, based on Figures 12 and 13 and Table 9, (Teachers’ Commitments to
Changing Practice, I II, and II), 1457 teachers reported specific sheltered instructional
strategies between the years 2011 and 2016, it is evident that teachers have learned. They
have gained new knowledge and, moreover, 1457 educators from the District have
committed to changing their instructional practice based upon this newly learned
knowledge. The data presented thus far in the chapter represents the teachers’
commitments to changing their practice. In order to measure actual change to teaching
practice, teachers need to report out, years later, the changes that they have implemented,
as a result of the Initial and Advanced training.

5.5 From Commitment to Implementation
An anonymous survey using Qualtrics as a survey platform was designed and
distributed to all educators in the District in June 2018. Have workshop participants
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adopted new behaviors as a result of acquiring knowledge of alterative pedagogical
approaches and applied their newly learned sheltered strategies in their classrooms? In
the survey, all educators in the District were informed of the purpose of the questions: 1)
How has your teaching practice changes, if any, as a result of the professional
development training, “Best Instructional Practices for Effectively Education English
Learners?”, and 2) Which of the sheltered strategies have you implemented into your own
practice? In asking this portion of the question, the compendium of sheltered
instructional strategies upon which the Initial training was designed was essentially
recasted to all participants in form of questions, e.g. Have you used graphic organizers,
intentionally, with your ELs?
An introduction to the survey, including link, was distributed via email from the
Associate Superintendent of the District. The email was sent to every educator
throughout the District, to include teachers, content specialists and coaches,
administrators and pupil service personnel (n = 1355). All of the recipients had
completed, at the very least, the Initial 15 hours of direct training. The response rate was
5.2% (n=70). Of the 70 survey respondents, 45 educators had completed the Initial
training while 25 educators had completed the Advanced Training (45 hours).

5.5.1 A Shift in Teaching Practice, Philosophy, and Affect
The Initial training first asked educators if their practice has changed on any one
of the following ways: instructionally, philosophically and affectively.
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Figure 14: Survey question addressed changes to instruction, philosophy and affect.
Survey respondents identified changes in teaching practice across all three
categories. The Initial and Advanced training were designed with a focus on introducing
participants to research-based, instructional practices that are effective for dual language
learners (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2013). Although the mean for each category is very
similar, I was surprised that the data suggested a slightly more significant change in the
way educators perceive dual language learners and respond to meet their socio-emotional
needs.
Table 10: Changes in teacher practice [Q2].
#

Field

Instructionally (the way
1 you implement sheltered
strategies)
Philosophically (the way
2
you perceive ELs)
Affectively (in the way
you socially and
3
emotionally respond to
ELs' needs)

Min

Ma
x

Mean

Std
Deviation

Variance

0.00

5.00

3.13

1.33

1.77

0.00

5.00

3.30

1.62

2.64

0.00

5.00

3.27

1.58

2.48
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Figure 15: Changes in teacher practice, illustrated [Q2].
This data will be later taken up in the final chapter in the context of discussing
teacher changes in teachers’ beliefs and attitudes, as expressed in Guskey’s model (2002).

5.5.2 A Closer Look at Instructional Shifts
What follows on the survey administered via Qualtrics prompts all completers of
the Initial and Advanced trainings to report on degree in which they have implemented
their newly learned instructional strategies to practice. The measurement tool was
designed to measure evidence of change in teacher behaviors through the application of
their learnings.
There are 14 questions posed, each addressing one of the 12 components of the
sheltered instructional compendium of practices. There are two additional questions. One
question probes deeper into vocabulary development by asking specifically about tiers of
academic language development. The second question inquires if teachers have modeled
procedures and expectations, rather than rely on oral explanations. Respondents answer
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along a Likert scale beginning with don’t know and then escalating from never to almost
always. All questions related to the teachers’ implementation of instructional strategies
follow this same format in answer choice until the very last question in the survey.

Figure 16: Excerpt from survey exploring teachers’ implementation
of sheltered strategies.
5.5.2.1 Application of Strategies that Make Content Comprehensible
An analysis of survey respondents (n=70) is illustrated in the table below with
regard to the implementation of sheltered instructional strategies that make academic
content comprehensible.
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Figure 17: Teachers’ implementation of compendium of sheltered strategies, I.
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Teachers' Implementation of Sheltered Strategies to
Make Lessons Comprehensible
Model Procedures
Use Listening Guides

Amplify # of activities
Modify written text, use Gos
Use visuals, gestures, and realia
Develop Tier II vocabulary
Develop vocabulary
Build/activate schema
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70

80
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Figure 18: Teachers’ implementation of sheltered strategies, I, illustrated.

Of the survey respondents (n=70), the vast majority of teachers, 98%, (n=69),
have implemented three instructional strategies, to include sometimes, often and always,
into their teaching practice: build and/or activate background knowledge, develop
academic language (vocabulary), and model procedures, specifically for their dual
language learners. This data suggests a heightened attention by teachers to intentionally
use strategies that they are already familiar with in purposeful and contextualized
learning situations. These three sheltered strategies teachers have most often
implemented into their practice are, in part, synonymous with strong pedagogy. In other
words, building and activating schema, developing vocabulary and modeling procedures
rather than relying on oral language to convey instructions may come naturally to
educators. These skills are part and parcel of effective pedagogy based upon how people
learn (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Echevarria & Graves, 2010).
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The instructional sheltered strategies that address making lesson content
comprehensible that fewer teachers, 64% (n=45) have adopted into practice (sometimes,
often, or always), based upon the survey respondents, are: modify written texts
(paraphrase, highlight, rewrite, etc.) and use graphic organizers as a way to access dense,
academic text. While these strategies may not be difficult to understand and implement
into practice, I would argue they can be time-consuming. Both strategies are specific to
the sheltered strategies that exclusively address a dual language learners’ needs. This is
not to state that non-dual language learners would not benefit from these sheltered
strategies. However, it is to clarify that both modifying text and using graphic
organizers, either partially or completely filled out as a way to access text, are critical to a
dual language learners’ understanding and access of academic content.
Because these strategies require overt attention and development in their
implementation, it isn’t surprising that they are the least adopted by educators throughout
the District, though, ironically, both ranked among the highest in terms of which
educators initially committed to implementing into practice. They may have,
superficially, seemed doable and easy, but they are labor intensive. Educators may have
overestimated the planning time they would have to develop these tools and/or
underestimated the time on task to create such tools.;
Two other strategies specific to sheltered instruction (Echevarria & Short, 2013),
are: 1) amplify the number of activities to process through text (Walqui, 2006) and, 2)
design listening guides as way for language learners to process the oral language of the
classroom (video, lectures, etc.). Even when educators learned both strategies during the
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Initial training, the strategies ranked among the lowest in terms of numbers of teachers
who committed to applying them to practice.

5.5.2.2 Application of Strategies that Increase Opportunities for Interaction
The strategies listed below in Figure 19 address those that create opportunities for
interaction and output, orally and written, for dual language learners. Several of the
strategies teacher claimed to have implemented were somewhat surprising and contrary
to the argument made in the previous section about a hypothesized reluctance to adopting
sheltered strategies because of their newness and, perhaps, incompatibility to the
strategies that are most beneficial for mainstream students. Some strategies are common
to both sheltered instruction and effective instruction. Others may be more specific to
sheltered instruction as they attend to the language development and linguistic
differentiation.

Figure 19: Teachers’ implementation of sheltered strategies, II.
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Van Lier and Walqui (2012) affirms that mainstream teachers must attend to all
four language skills – speaking, reading, listening and writing – in every lesson to ensure
adequate opportunities to develop academic language for dual language learners. In other
words, they must be afforded the opportunity to engage in meaningful, classroom
discourse. According to the findings of the National Early Literacy Panel, recent research
suggested educators are adequately preparing young students to develop word level
reading skills. However, educators are failing to sufficiently develop text level reading
skills. One way to support beginning readers in developing an oral language around texts
is to engage in class discourse that gives learners time at talk (August and Shanahan,
2006; Verplaetse, 2014). One way to alter the pattern of teacher driven discourse is to
engage in instructional conversations which extend opportunities for students to use
academic language, meaningfully and in the context of a lesson (Cazden, 2001).

Teachers' Implementation of Sheltered Strategies to
Increase Opportunities for Interaction
Grammar Correction over Cotntent Focus
Provide ample opps for written production
Model language for oral and written
production
Conduct instructional conversations
Ask high cognitive ?s
Create opps to negotiate meaning

0
Don't Know

Never

10

Rarely

20

30

Sometimes

40
Often

50

60

70

80

Always

Figure 20: Teachers' implementation of sheltered strategies, II, illustrated.
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The survey data found that 97% (n=68) of the teachers changed their teaching
practice – sometimes, often or always – by implementing instructional conversations in
an effort to provide opportunities for students to develop academic language and content
simultaneously (Cazden, 2001). While the idea of practicing instructional conversations
certainly appears to be effective, many teachers find little time given the pacing of the
curriculum to allow students extended opportunities at talk (Verplaetse, Ferraro, and
Mazzaro, 2018).
Another shift in the way teachers engage dual language learners, according to the
survey data, is that they create opportunities for them to talk with one another, wrestle
with content, ask questions among students and teacher. Ninety-four percent (94%,
n=66) of teachers reported sometimes, often or always employing various grouping
strategies for students to engage with peers. Teachers considered socially engineering
students in groups and pairs while considering linguistically heterogeneous or
homogenous groupings and native language use. Again, this indicates a shift in teaching
practice from traditional teacher fronted classrooms to student centered practices and
student led discourses.
It was not surprising to learn from the survey data that teachers identified the
instructional strategies of modeling language [for oral and written output] and evaluating
student performance [by grading content and language separately] as among the least
implemented into their practice. Each of these strategies was used sometimes, often, or
always by 87% (n-66) of the teachers in the District. Both these strategies are specific to
dual language learners and need ample time to plan and develop before readily adopting
into natural classroom practice.
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5.6 An Analysis of the Relationship from Commitment to Implementation
Thus far, this research study has collected and analyzed teacher data from one
District during and after a series of professional development workshops aimed at
providing adequate training for all teachers to deliver quality ELL across grade levels.
(Department of Justice agreement, paragraph 32, p. 12). At the completion of ten hours
of Initial Training, teachers (n=1457) reported on three specific changes (n=4407) they
planned to implement as a result of the training. Teachers identified an additional 329
changes they plan to make to practice that did not directly align to an example of a
sheltered strategy (Echevarria & Short, 2013).
After the period in which all teachers completed the Initial and Advanced
Training (2011-2016), teachers reported (n=70), via an anonymous survey, to which
degree, if any, they have implemented the same sheltered into their instructional practice.
An overview to compare the instructional strategies most and least committed to and
most and least implemented into practice is reflected in Figure 21 below.
Sheltered Strategies
Teachers Committed
to Change Practice

Sheltered Strategies
Teachers Implemented
to Change Practice

Highest ranking

1. Use visuals, gestures,

1. Build/activate schema

(most commonly

realia

2. Develop vocabulary

identified

2. Develop vocabulary

3. Model procedures

strategy)

3. Modify text (w/

Changes to

graphic organizers)

Make the

Lowest ranking

1. Use listening guides

1. Modify text (w/ graphic

(least commonly

2. Amplify activities

organizers)

identified

3. Check for

2. Amplify activities

strategy)

understanding/evaluate

3. Use listening guides
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Content
Comprehensible

Highest ranking

1. Use small group/pair

1. Use small group/pair

(most commonly

work to create

work to create

identified

opportunities to negotiate

opportunities to negotiate

strategy)

meaning

meaning

2. Ask higher order

2. Practice instructional

thinking questions.

conversations

Lowest ranking

1. Evaluate content and

1. Evaluate content and

(least commonly

language separately

language separately

identified

2. Vary questions for

2. Model language (for

strategy)

language proficiency

written/oral use)

Changes to
Increase
Opportunities
for Interaction

Figure 21: Analysis of teachers’ change from commitment to implementation of
sheltered instructional strategies.
In summary, the data from teachers reports of planned changes to practice and
actual changes to practice suggests that there have been some instructional shifts that
have taken place as a result of the professional development initiative. The data clearly
shows that teachers have learned about sheltered instruction, a research-based pedagogy
that has been proven effective in educating dual language learners ((Echevarria & Short,
2013).
Reflecting upon the analysis of teachers’ change from commitment to
implementation, it is clear that teachers have learned and have applied their learning to
practice. The words italicized in Figure 21 represent those sheltered strategies that are
shared between commitments and carry through to practice. With regard to the first row,
those strategies to which teachers committed and implemented, one of the three strategies
(33%) was implemented into practice. For the other three rows, including those
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strategies that received the lowest rankings, the connection between learning and doing is
far greater: 50%, 66%, and 100%.
The similarities and differences between the highest and lowest ranking signal
that more work needs to be done to help teachers understand the practice of using
listening guides, modifying text, modeling language, varying questions based upon
language proficiency and the idea of evaluating content growth separate from language
development. Those strategies that were shared between committed and implemented are
also part of a comprehensive list of effective instructional strategies for all students
(Marzano, 2007), and include: building and activating schema, developing vocabulary,
and creating opportunities for students to work together and use language to negotiate
meaning.

5.6.1 Implementation of Changes to Teacher Practice, Unaligned to Sheltered
Strategies
The last question of the anonymous survey was optional. This question asked for
teachers to report on how the training informed their current practice in ways that hadn’t
been addressed in the survey, which largely contained a list of sheltered instructional
strategies (Echevarria & Short, 2013). Teachers (n=30, 43%) answered the open-ended
question in their own words and were not limited by time or space.
Teachers’ responses to Q12:
1. I am more explicit in my teaching
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2. I am a special education teacher in the elementary grades and understanding
the needs of my EL students has helped me with strategies for all my
students.
3. The training increased my focus on helping parents with minimal English to
work with their student by utilizing the services of our family facilitator.
4. I am much more inclined to directly speak with our ELL teacher directly
and give advanced copies of complex text that the students will be working
on in order to pre-teach/reinforce the vocabulary and meaning.
5. I am reaching out with google translations and writing all my instructions in
both languages. I have parents in for specific training to support the
students' needs. I have brought back my training to the class and I am able
to get my staff to rethink old practices of engagement. Thank you!!
6. It has made me more conscious of the strategies I am using to help my EL
students be successful in the classroom.
7. The training taught me to see the needs of the ELL students in a different
way, so now I teach the material though different means and in different
perspectives.
8. It has made me more cognizant of how all students learn and interpret
information, not just ELs
9. I have completely changed my classroom set up, using centers, and have
included many techniques in my teaching, including in particular: carousel,
jig saw, and other small group activities.
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10. It made me aware during planning to make sure I include all modalities and
the importance of vocabulary instruction. Use of a Promethean board
allows me to pull up pictures and videos to give a better understanding of
concepts.
11. I learned new ways for modifications and how to engage students
12. It really served to make me more aware and conscientious about the needs
of my students allowing me to create lessons with my EL students in mind.
I also appreciated many of the suggested classroom activities.
13. The training, other than removing me from my classes repeatedly, has not
impacted my teaching. I do not have, and have not had since the start of this
training, any ELs.
14. The use of multiple modalities, team-building approaches to lessons have
given me great input to use in the classroom (such as the "Jig-saw")
grouping and Conversation line for oral practice.
15. I teach computer technology so much of my content is not language
specific. However, I have intentionally included many more gestures and
visuals as part of my instruction. I have also allowed students to work in
their native language when focusing on the use of a specific technology (i.e.
Power Point) so they are able to learn the software without the added
burden of English language.
16. training matches special ed training for best practices
17. It has changed the way I think about ELLs - more sympathetic.
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18. Incorporating a better understanding of ELLs in conjunction with
specialized instruction.
19. the training helped open my eyes to the needs of my L learners and also
helped with all learners.
20. parent contact and involvement
21. Much more sensitive to student needs. Provide NUMEROUS visual
graphics and translations for important handouts when possible. Check for
understanding frequently. Demonstrate and show more visuals with student
friendly binders showing examples of work to be done.
22. I am an EL who became a teacher. I was an elementary teacher as well and
therefore became accustomed to teaching with as many modalities/language
needs as a matter of course. What are now called EL strategies are in effect
Best Practices. Therefore, the EL training has solidified my way of
teaching. EL strategies are implicit in Best Practices. Districts need to
understand that teachers need to "slow down" if we want to "speed up"
forego pacing guides and allow teachers to front load EL/Best Practices so
our students can assimilate these until they become habits of mind.
23. Each and every start of the year, I use Google Earth to have students draw
their surroundings. Ms. Ferraro shared that tip with us more than 3 years
ago and I still remember and utilize it. Another helpful strategy she shared
was to show Ted Talks and emphasized that we should especially show
successful and smart people who have accents just like our students.
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There's a plethora of strategies she showed such as word wall compilation
and the importance of using photos and illustration in teaching.
24. The training made me more aware of the needs of EL students.
25. I really enjoy the different teachers who present the training. I can use the
many strategies that we are presented no matter what class I am teaching!
26. Best Professional Development I have had in 12 years teaching.
27. Beyond its effect on me as a teacher, I feel that it has given us a common
language to speak to each other (admin, teachers, support staff, and paras),
so as a whole we can be more effective.
28. Marisa was an outstanding presenter who expertly made the material
relative. I even copied her "German language" lesson to show non-EL
students methods of understanding language.
29. This training was not helpful and simply stated the obvious.
30. The training was good- it was a good introduction over a few days, but
then there was no curriculum time to implement the things we need to do
nor any time given in the day to start building units so unfortunately while
we were trained in the delivery this was not supported with teacher time to
produce it
Figure 22: Teachers’ comments, Q12: How did the training inform your current practice
in ways that haven’t been addressed in the survey?
A textual analysis of the teachers’ comments in Figure 22 appears in a word
cloud, Figure 23, a visualization of text in which the more frequently used words appear
larger and smaller words appear less frequently.
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Figure 23: Visual representation of teachers’ comments, Q12: How did the training
inform your current practice in ways that haven’t been addressed in the survey?
It is clear from the visual representation of the teachers’ comments that they have
centered the student, then the teacher and the kinds of education necessary to support
dual language learners. On a secondary level of importance, based upon repetition of
words, concepts around strategies that benefit students’ language and content
development, linguistic differentiation, translation, comprehension, teaching and
learning, understanding and access loom large.
On a tertiary level, indicated by the boldness and size of the font, ideas around
instruction, learner styles, parent and community outreach, shared support, inclusion,
awareness, practice and time are also predominately displayed and taken up in the openended responses. Lastly, and in smallest font, specific foci are visible that address how to
enact these ideas: lesson materials, vocabulary, carousel activities, modality, visuals,
assimilate, and conscientious.
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5.7 Interview Data to Support Teacher Learning and Application
The survey data collected from teachers at the conclusion of the study was
illuminating in terms of measuring the application of teachers’ learnings to their practice.
In an effort to not exclusively rely on teacher self-reflections and reports, I interviewed
two teachers who currently work for the District as instructional coaches. These coaches
were hired exclusively to support teachers in practice once they have completed the
Initial training and to deliver the Advanced training. The primary responsibility of the
coaches is to support teachers in sustaining the newly learned strategies as a result of the
professional development workshops. Beyond their own certifications in the area of
TESOL, the coaches were mentored to deliver the Advanced modules 5-8, as designed by
Verplaetse and Ferraro (2010), to educators throughout the District.
In addition to delivering the Advanced training modules, the coaches meet with
educators, forming professional learning communities at each school. The levels of
support vary for teachers based upon grade, subject and the numbers of dual language
learners in their charge. When called upon, the coaches observe teaching, provide
constructive feedback, at times using the sheltered strategy checklist as a framework to
guide subsequent discussions, and model exemplary practices. Each coach is in close
communication with the ESL, dual language, bilingual and sheltered teachers throughout
the District. Both coaches continue to work with District in this capacity as the time of
publication of this dissertation, with the aim of sustaining pedagogically sound practices
for dual language learners.
I met with the two instructional coaches in November 2018 to pose four questions
(see Appendix J). The questions addressed areas of teacher learning, teacher change in
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behavior, instruction, attitudes, affect, and assessment practices as well as increased
growth in student academic performance, changes in student behavior or engagement.
The last question prompted them to think of the kinds of support they felt teachers needed
to effectively newly learned practices. The four questions posed to the instructional
coaches were aligned to the questions that guided this research study.
Based upon what the instructional coaches have observed whilst working in
schools with teachers, this is how they responded to the question concerning change in
teachers’ instructional practices, attitudes, affect and assessment practices.
From visiting classrooms, going to staff meetings, and meeting teachers here and
there, it seems that more teachers are aware of their EL student needs. There is a
common language about EL strategies and students. Teachers now know who
their EL students are (when I started they didn't always), when I have
presented at staff meetings teachers share EL strategies they have used in the
classroom and things they have tried. Unfortunately, I do walk into classrooms,
when they don't know I'm coming to give feedback, and more often than not, I
see very limited strategies being used. It is still more stand and deliver with one
lesson for all or small group work without any structure than I would like to see.
We have all of our middle school ELA district assessments being provided to ELs
with accommodations based on LAS level and discussion with EL teacher. In
addition, the elementary ELA curriculum has suggestions for EL strategies
to incorporate and tier 2 vocabulary to focus on. To some extent this has also
happened with middle school Social studies and ELA curriculum. To me, these
signify a change in attitude towards ELs. It also shows a better understanding
about content assessment vs language assessment.
With regard to the areas of student performance, student behaviors and level of
engagement, the instructional coaches stated they haven’t seen any data to suggest an
increased growth in this area since the beginning of the professional development
initiative, 2011. That said, both are eager to learn if, on average, it is taking emergent
bilinguals throughout the District less time now to exit El programs than it had in the
past. This data is outside the scope of this study though I am unclear if such data would
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point more towards an adjustment in monitoring students more closely, refining the
identifications and placement processes or in quality of instruction and improved student
outcomes in meeting exit criteria.

I inquired, lastly, about what they felt teachers needed in order to implement what
they had learned in the trainings and what had been subsequently discussed in their
communities of learning. In the capacity in which the instructional coaches worked
alongside teachers, I wondered what they felt could be done to support and sustain the
pedagogies they engaged with through the workshops and meetings.

I believe more peer coaching will be the best way to continue to develop this
work. At a principal's meeting a few weeks back, where the discussion was
regarding how to ensure that EL strategies were being used in the classroom, peer
coaching, more staff PD, inclusion of strategies in curriculum, and
accommodations on all district assessments were included as ways to make it
easier for teachers to incorporate EL strategies. I think we may also need to do
some more work on dealing with our biases and how to not let our biases impact
what we should be doing for our students.

There are several themes that emerge from these short answers provided by the
instructional coaches. I will enumerate them here but discuss them in concert with other
data in the final chapter. First and foremost, the coaches highlight an awareness of the
students who are dual language learners in their schools. I believe this is the first step to
seeing them, to make their needs visible and leveraging the funds of knowledge they
bring into the classroom community. Once teachers know which students are the
emergent bilinguals then they can attend to their needs, instructionally or otherwise. The
coaches touched upon an awareness of the unique needs and the common language they
speak as a result of having the completed the professional development experience. This
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same sentiment was expressed by one of the teachers in the follow up survey, #27 in
Figure 22.
Another point worth highlighting in the interview data is a spirit of collaboration,
of working together towards a common goal. During meetings, teachers have shared
strategies they have applied in classroom contexts. There seems to be significant effort
put forth in the areas of accommodating ELA standardized assessments for emergent
bilingual students based upon levels of English proficiency. This is positive work in right
direction for all middle schools in the District. Elementary teachers have collaborated as
well to modify the ELA curriculum with a specific lens for academic language
development. The coaches view these shifts as significant for two reasons: 1) teachers
have recognized the needs of their students and have responded, and 2) teachers
understand the difference between content and language assessment practices. Biases
may persist but superseding them is an awareness of the instructional challenges that
come with learning language and academic content simultaneously.
Lastly, with reference to the sustainability of sheltered instruction throughout the
District, the coaches responded with four areas in which school leadership plans to
support: peer coaching, more staff professional development, inclusion of strategies in
the curriculum, and accommodations on standardized assessments. These are large
initiatives that will need leadership supports across the District with point people at each
school responsible for carrying them forward. Specifically, the inclusion of strategies in
the classroom will take a village of educators to collaborate and revise the curriculum to
ensure meaningful access is provided for all dual language learners throughout the
District.
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CHAPTER 6
FINDINGS II: MEASURING STUDENT PERFORMANCE

6.1 Shifting from Change in Teacher Learning to Student Outcomes
This chapter will expand upon measuring efficacy of a district-wide professional
development intervention program for educators throughout one school district between
the years 2011 and 2016. The data introduced in the study thus far has originated from
several original research questions about the efficacy of the training: 1) have the teachers
learned about instructional practices to help support dual language learners?; and 2) have
the teachers implemented what they learned into practice? The findings presented in the
preceding chapter suggest that teachers have gained new knowledge and skills and have
implemented them into practice.
The findings presented in the preceding chapter strongly suggest that teachers
have gained a significant amount of knowledge about dual language learners and
equitable instructional practices from the professional development. In a follow up
survey, administered during the last year of the intervention, teachers report three shifts
to their practice: a) how they instruct dual language learners, b) how they perceive dual
language learners, and c) how they respond socio-emotionally to the needs of these
students.
I will continue to leverage Guskey’s (2002) model for teacher change as a lens
through which to view teacher change. This second findings chapter addresses student
data and learner outcomes, the third phase in Guskey’s (2002) model for teacher change.
He posits change in teachers’ learning and practice before a change in student learner
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outcomes, as meeting the educational needs of students is most often the impetus for
professional development. It is only as a result of improved student learning that teachers
then experience a shift in pedagogical beliefs and attitudes (Guskey, 2002). The change
in beliefs and attitudes occurs based upon the evidence teachers observe by way of higher
rates of growth in learning measures. Guskey (2002) views professional development as
a process, not a series of events as in workshops. In understanding professional
development as a process, he emphasizes the efficacy of the endeavor with regard to
changes in teaching practice, not necessarily linked to student academic success, at least
not initially.

Figure 24: Guskey’s (2002) model for teacher change, revisited, highlighting change in
student learner outcomes.
The uniqueness of Guskey’s (2002) model isn’t weighted in the focus of the three
phases of change but in the sequence in which these events occur. “Professional
development programs based on the assumption that change in attitudes and beliefs
comes first are typically designed to gain acceptance, commitment, and enthusiasm from
teachers and school administrators before the implementation of new practices or
strategies,” (Guskey, 2002, p. 383). This model complements the District’s intervention
effort insofar as teachers’ attitudes and beliefs about sheltered instruction have shifted,
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according to the survey results presented in the preceding chapter. One may expect then,
that the implementation may lead to improved student outcomes.

6.2 Defining Change in Student Learning Outcomes
One of the original questions guiding this study centered around the notion of
improved student learning outcomes. At the end of the five-year professional
development initiative that culminated in more than 1350 teachers completing the Initial
and Advanced training models, is there evidence of improved student learning? More
specifically, recasting the third research question guiding this dissertation study: do the
dual language learners (English learners, with a dominant language other than English,
formerly identified as such by the District) of teachers who have and have not completed
the professional development training perform better, academically?
The intent of this question is not to examine a single score as a snapshot in time,
as analogous to academic performance but, to measure growth over time. The student
learner outcome for this study is defined as rate of growth or range of growth, statistically
speaking, over the course of approximately seven months over the academic school year.
The tool to measure this rate of growth over time is the Scholastic Reading Inventory
(SRI), administered three times, annually, in grades three through eight.
Though the SRI is administered at the beginning, middle and end of every
academic year, the data collected to inform this question represents beginning and end of
year assessment scores. This assessment was compatible to the parameters of this study
because of two main reasons: 1) a rate of growth over time could be measured from the
difference in the post to the pre-assessment occur within the same year, and 2) the
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consistency of the assessment tool to measure reading skills in grades three through eight.
As stated in chapter three, in order to compare the range of growth for groups of students
whose teachers had completed 0 (control group), 15 or 45 hours of professional
development intervention, historical data was retrieved from fall 2015 and spring 2016.
Though the majority (61%) of the District’s dual language learners in grades 3
through 8 hovered between intermediate to low advanced (3.5 on a scale from 1-5, using
the LAS Links as a measure of English proficiency), I acknowledge the disparity of
proficiencies represented in each classroom. It was primarily because of this
acknowledgement that the outcome measure was determined as a range of growth from
beginning through end of academic year, rather than a single point in time (post) SRI
lexile score. Figure 25 is an illustration from the Scholastic of lexile scores to indicate
grade level performance.

Figure 25: SRI lexile scores for grade level performance
According to the data collected from the District’s English learners in grades 3-8
who are not additionally identified as special education students, only 49 students (11%)
earned scores between the ranges of 500 to 999, which represent the grades in the data
set.
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Distribution of SRI post assessment scores
800-899

9

SRI SCORES

700-799

12

600-699

13

500-599

15

400-499

19

300-399

11
0

5
10
15
NUMBERS OF ENGLISH LEARNERS ACROSS GRADES 3-8

20

Figure 26: Distribution of SRI scores at the end of the academic year, 2016.

The top four bars of Figure 26 represent the 49 students who may have ranked on
a grade level between 3 and 8 on the end of year assessment in June. I specify may have
because the student represented in Figure 26 comprise all third through eighth grade
students across the three cohorts. The students are not initially divided by grade and then
by SRI score. Rather, they are aggregated and distributed across the score ranges in an
effort to show how few dual language learners would meet grade level benchmarks. It is
then imperative to measure student learning as a rate of growth to quantify learning over
time.

6.3 Defining Cohorts of Teachers and Students
The 2015-2016 academic year was the penultimate year of the professional
development intervention and a good point to retrieve data on student learning outcomes
for several reasons: 1) there were still about a hundred educators who hadn’t completed
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the Initial training and became the control group for this study, (cohort 1); 2) the majority
of educators had completed the Initial training (cohort 2); 2) the summer institutes of
2014, 2015 and 2016 where educators received Advanced training had all been
completed, (cohort 3).

Student cohort 1 (n=126)

Student cohort 2 (n=235)

Student cohort 3 (n=96)

3rd-8th grade dual language

3rd-8th grade dual

3rd-8th grade dual

learners whose teachers

language learners whose

language learners whose

(n=36) in 2015-16 hadn’t

teachers (n=72) in 2015-

teachers (n=36) in 2015-

completed any training in

16 had completed 15

16 had completed 15

sheltered instruction by

hours of Initial training by

hours of Initial training

June 2016.

September 2015.

between
2011- Sept 2015.

Figure 27: Defined cohorts of teachers and students who had completed 0-Advanced
Training (Control=1; Initial=2; Advanced Training=3)

6.3.1 Characteristics of the Cohorts
Several important considerations arose in my examination of both the teachers
and students that were categorized into their cohorts, dependent upon length of
professional development intervention.
Cohort 1 – Nine of 135 (7%) students were removed from Cohort 1 spreadsheet
because they did not take the pre, nor the post SRI assessment. Three of thirty-six
teachers, (8%), have an additional teaching credential of Teaching English to Speaker of
Other Languages (TESOL). The students of these three teachers account for 26 of the
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126 students, (21%). Twenty-five of 126 students (19.84%) experienced a negative rate
of growth, averaging -137.63 points.
Cohort 2 – Thirteen of 248 (5%) students were removed from Cohort 2
spreadsheet because they did not take the pre, nor the post SRI assessment. Four of
seventy-two (6%) teachers have an additional teaching credential: two in Teaching
English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) and two in Bilingual Education. The
students of these 4 teachers account for 23 of the 235 students (10%). Fifty-two of the
235 students (22%) experienced a negative rate of growth, averaging -69.1 points.
Cohort 3 – Seventeen of 113 (15%) students were removed from Cohort 3
spreadsheet because they did not take the pre, not the post SRI assessment. One of thirtyseven (3%) teachers has an additional teaching credential in Bilingual Education. The
students of this teacher account for 16 of the 96 students (17%). Fourteen of the 96
students (15%) experienced a negative rate of growth, averaging -90.93 points.

6.4 Analyzing the SRI Scores
The results from the analysis of student growth, as measured by the pre
(October/November 2015) and post (May/June 2016) SRI assessment, are somewhat
disappointing, though not surprising. The variation or difference of students’ mean range
of growth for the three cohorts of teachers is not statistically significantly different from
each other. While a noticeable change in rates of reading growth between cohorts 1 and
2 may not have been expected, an increase of range of growth of students’ scores
between cohorts 1 and 3 was hoped for, if not expected. However, the data yielded a
negligible 4-point variability from students SRI scores in cohort 1 to cohort 3.
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Table 11: Rate of growth, as measured in SRI student scores, among teacher cohorts.
SUMMARY - Rate of growth in student SRI scores
# of
Cohort, # of Teachers
Students
Sum
Cohort 1 (Control, Teachers
Completed 0 Hours of Training
by June 2016), n=36
126 12364
Cohort 2 (Teachers completed
15 hours of Initial Training by
September 2015), n =72
235 23154
Cohort 3 (Teachers completed
45 hours of Advanced Training
by September 2015), n=37
96
9884

Standard
Deviation

Variance

98.127

146.574649

21484.128

98.528

125.4156946

15729.096

102.958

111.6745192

12471.198

Average

Growth in SRI Scores Across Cohorts, Grades 3-8
104.00

Mean rate of Growth

103.00
102.00
101.00
100.00
99.00
98.00
97.00
96.00
95.00
Mean rate of Growth

Cohort 1
(n=126)
98.13

Cohort 2
(n=235)
98.53

Cohort 3
(n=96)
102.96

Figure 28: Rate of growth, as measured in SRI student scores, illustrated.

Though the Settlement Agreement between the District and the Department of
Justice did not articulate or mandate changes in student learning, it is a widely held belief
that there is a direct correlation between professional development and improved student
performance (Guskey, 2002; Stecher et al., 2018). However, the analysis of students’
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SRI scores among the three cohorts shows no statistically significant difference in the
growth variables.
In a one-way ANOVA test, the p-value was determined as p=0.95. The data from
Table 12 suggests that the mean ranges of growth on the SRI pre-and post-assessment for
ELs in Cohorts 1, 2 and 3 are not statistically different from each other. In this scenario
with a considerably high p value, the data fails to reject the null hypothesis.

Table 12: Analysis of variance between and within student cohorts 1, 2, and 3.
ANOVA
Source of Variation
Between Groups
Within Groups

SS
1597.308725
7550888.372

df

Total

7552485.681

456

2
454

MS
798.6544
16631.9127

F
0.048019

P-value
0.95312

F crit
3.015586

In sum, the professional development intervention efforts of Initial and Advanced
training did not result in improved student learning, as evidenced by a SRI standardized
literacy assessment.

6.4.1 Possible Explanations for Insignificant Variance among Ranges of Growth in
SRI Scores
One reason could be the tool used to measure student learning. To examine
student learning, specifically student growth in literacy development in this case, scores
from the SRI, a standardized assessment administered throughout this district were used.
Standardized assessments are normed for proficient or native English speakers and,
therefore, may not be the best tool to measure growth in literacy development.
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In this case, dual language learners may have improved marginally or
significantly with regard to literacy development from beginning to end of year but this
difference may not be demonstrated or effectively measured on standardized assessments.
That may be one explanation for the lack of literacy growth in the analysis of this data.
The lack of measurable growth on this one assessment measure does not mean the
sheltered instruction had no measurable impact on student learning. It may signify that
this study was not using the best outcome measure.
More specifically with regard to the actual assessment data collected from the
groups’ SRI scores, students from each cohort of teachers demonstrated a negative rate of
growth, ie. they tested worse on their post assessment than in their pre-assessment. There
is no explanation within this standardized data set to explain why seven students
decreased in their reading performance on the post assessment, as measured by the SRI.
Regardless, the lack of growth impacts the average range of growth for all other dual
language learners.
It is critical to consider the inability of the SRI assessment to accurately measure
student learning over time. It is evident the SRI did not capture improved student
outcomes as a result of variations in the intervention. However, that is not synonymous
with a lack of student learning, altogether. According to Guskey’s (2002) framework, a
change in teachers’ beliefs and attitudes prevails following a change in student learning.
Teacher survey data thus far suggests a shifting attitudes and beliefs, attitudes, and
perceptions, as reported in chapter 5. Based upon this model, an improvement in student
outcomes has occurred but simply not reflected in the SRI assessment.
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Another plausible explanation to understand why the analysis of student learning
did not yield positive results is that the teachers did not have adequate supports in their
classrooms to implement sheltered instruction. In the introduction to chapter 5, I
enumerated the five critical steps in evaluating professional development (Guskey, 2002).
The third level of professional development evaluation addressed organizational support
and change. This step is paramount in terms of identifying areas in which teachers need
support that is essential to implementing the newly acquired knowledge and skillset prior
to the enacting the skills in practice. Perhaps the teachers in cohorts 2 and 3 did learn
something in the training and did apply this learning to their classrooms. One hypothesis
to explain why changes in teachers’ classroom practices did not result in improved
student learning outcomes could lie in the challenges teachers faced in applying the new
learning. Organizational support for the pedagogies that equitably educate dual language
learners are necessary in order to enact the practices in the classroom.

6.5 Constraints to Implementing Sheltered Instruction Strategies
To further explore this concern, it is helpful to consider the qualitative data, the
teachers’ voices, to point to the organizational supports needed by teachers to make the
training to implementation cycle sustainable throughout the district. The qualitative data
represents teachers’ comments collected anonymously through the aforementioned
gallery walk experience throughout the five years of this study, 2011-2016. However,
once common themes emerged from this survey style elicitation of feedback, the
comments were quanticized in the coding process as the numbers of comments accrued
into similar themes.
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The thematic analysis (Gibbs, 2007) of the teachers’ comments (n=1943) resulted
in nine categories, which represent the types of district administrative support needed by
teachers in order to implement effective sheltered practices in their classrooms. The data,
teacher responses to the ten priorities, were initially coded (Charmaz, 2006) thematically.
Teachers comments were interpreted using inductive approaches and categorized (Braun
and Clark, 2006; Gibbs, 2007).
Once comments (n=1943) were initially coded, patterns were observed and the
further categorized during a focused coding process (Charmaz, 2006). After the teacher
survey responses coded and placed into proper categories, a title that most accurately
reflected the comments was chosen from the original comments. This reflects a shift
from the previous iterations of this same analysis (Ferraro, 2017). In the pilot study of
grades 4 and 5 (Ferraro, 2017), I, as the researcher, assumed the role of naming the
categories and subcategories. I regarded this naming as a way to represent and give
teachers voice, a platform they wouldn’t have otherwise had if the data weren’t analyzed.
However, in this study, I have chosen several comments from teachers to
represent, in sum, the other comments from that same category. I’ve done so in an effort
to make their voices heard and, perhaps in the process, amplified so leadership can
clearly listen. This shift is also a thoughtful attempt to not misrepresent their needs in my
naming process and to rescind giving voice in favor of visibility and agency.
The table below lists the original ten priorities to consider when designing
instruction for dual language learners (Walqui, 2000) to the left. I have assigned each
into a broader context and assigned it a similar yet more macro name, in the middle
column. I then matched the nine broad categories that represented the data to the original

155

ten priorities (Walqui, 2000). The nine categories reflected to the right are enumerated
based upon the sequence of how Districts support dual language learners beginning with
initial identification and following through to provide services that extend beyond the
student to the family.
Table 13: Crosswalk of Walqui’s ten priorities with categories defining areas
in need of support.
1. The culture of the classroom
2. Student Visibility
fosters the development of a
community of learners, and
all students are part of that

Create a culture
of community

3. Cultivating Communities
8. Student & Family
Supports

community.
2. Good language teaching

1. ID, Placement, Exit of

involves conceptual and
academic development.

language support programs
Develop academic
language and
content

5. Curriculum
(Collaboration, Planning,
Modifying)
9. Resources: Teachers,
Materials, Technology

3. Students’ experiential
background is used as a
point of departure and an
anchor in the exploration of

5. Curriculum
Build/activate
schema

(Collaboration, Planning,
Modifying)

new ideas.
4. Teaching and learning focus
on substantive ideas that are
organized cyclically.

5. Curriculum
Design

(Collaboration, Planning,

curriculum

Modifying)

cyclically

9. Resources: Teachers,
Materials, Technology

5. New ideas and tasks are
contextualized.

Contextualize

6. Instruction (Design &

whole lessons

Delivery)
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6. Academic strategies,
sociocultural expectations,
and academic norms are
taught explicitly.

Explicitly teach to
how we “do”
school

7. Tasks are relevant,
meaningful, engaging, and
varied.

4. Teacher Supports, Input
and Trust
8. Student/Family Support

6. Instruction (Design &
Engage
meaningfully

Delivery)
9. Resources: Teachers,
Materials, Technology

8. Complex and flexible forms

6. Instruction (Design &

of collaboration maximize

Structure

learners’ opportunities to

opportunities to

interact while making sense

Delivery)

negotiate meaning

of language and content.
9. Students are given multiple
opportunities to extend their
understandings and apply
their knowledge.

6. Instruction (Design &
Checking for
understanding,
multimodally

Delivery)
7. Assessment
considerations
9. Resources: Teachers,
Materials, Technology

10. Authentic assessment is an
integral part of teaching
and learning.

Assessing
meaningfully

7. Assessment
considerations

The percentages adjacent to each category represent the number of comments that
theme was addressed with regard to the total comments (n=1943): 1. Identification,
placement in and out of language support programs (5%); 2. Student visibility (5%); 3.
Cultivating communities (11%); 4. Teacher supports (9%); 5. Curriculum (34%); 6.
Instruction (6%); 7. Assessments (7%); 8. Student and family support (3%); 9. Resources
(17%).
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Each of the nine categories that arose from the initial coding (Charmaz, 2006) are
identified to the far right. However, for each of the categories, there are multiple
subcategories that fall under this umbrella theme. It is this collection of comments that
have been recasted in the teachers’ voices and address the types of district administrative
support needed by teachers. Teachers’ voices have been privileged to yield clear
recommendations. The teachers’ voices are a call to action to foreground practices that
cultivate a culture of multilingualism, agency and visibility among all learners.
The nine categories have been organized according to the sequence of how
teachers would meet and subsequently support their dual language learners, initially, and
then extend beyond the student to include the family. In this process of quanticizing
qualitative data, I refer to the comments as counts in an effort to convey weight of
importance of each recommendation.
Table 14: Recommendation to leadership, 1. Identification and placement.
Teachers’ Comments (n=100)

5%

Expand & diversify

Offer more than 1 program that will address the

74

the language support

needs of a diverse population

1. Identification &
Placement

programs
Explore co-teaching

More EL support staff should be in every school -

models

co-teaching model would be effective

Ensure appropriate

Students need to be appropriately placed based upon

program placement

their experiential background

Re-evaluate

Use a variety of assessments used to determine if a

identification protocol

student is an ELL, not just 5 questions when they
enter the building

158

11

10

4

Continue to monitor

Follow up on exited students

1

students after exit
Each category is presented in a table below with corresponding number of
comments and percentage of the total number (n=1943) of anonymous teacher comments.
The subcategories under each overarching category is articulated as a recommendation,
as an action to consider, as a District, to better support dual language learners.

Table 15: Recommendation to leadership, 2. Student visibility.
2. Student Visibility

Teachers’ Comments (n=101)

5%

Improve accessibility

Need more info about students’ levels and abilities -

40

of student data

not discovery method

Practice culturally

Responsive classroom practices need to be valued

responsive [sustaining]

enough to have a place in our schedule

35

classroom practices
Learn about

Look at the cultural backgrounds of our populations

background of each

largest groups and reach out to parents to volunteer

student

in our schools

Implement Positive

PBIS - whole building but includes cultural

behavior instructional

understanding

22

4

supports (PBIS)
Table 16: Recommendation to leadership, 3. Cultivating communities.
3. Cultivating

Teachers’ Comments (n=219)

Communities

159

11%

Create community

Time for school itself to establish a positive culture.

throughout school

As a school grows, I'm losing track of the

76

individuals. I used to know every kid in the school,
Time together as school/teams to define and develop
common understanding. Need multicultural
party/event for entire school.
Increase out-of-

More extracurricular/interdisciplinary activities that

48

classroom activities

apply knowledge

Address cultural

Culture training for teachers and cultural sensitivity

35

Value diversity &

Before we can celebrate we first need to understand

23

difference

and appreciate the various diverse cultures

Create community

More time to develop positive learning community,

throughout classroom

Academic pacing guides need to reflect the time it

awareness in PD

14

takes to create this culture at the start of a school
year. Provide time for morning meetings where
behavior and social expectations are taught and
practiced
Make curriculum

Curriculum that is more engaging/ culturally

culturally relevant

relatable

Connect to greater

We need more people from our community to come

community outside of

into our classrooms and model how kids will use

school

what we teach in the real world

160

13

9

Hire personnel to keep

More security so we can dedicate time to kids

schools safe

instead of walking halls

1

Table 17: Recommendation to leadership, 4. Teacher supports, input & trust.
Teachers’ Comments (n=178)

9%

Require faculty to

Require sheltered training for teachers to learn

71

learn sheltered

strategies

4. Teacher Supports,
Input & Trust

instruction
Set explicit norms and

Explicit norms/teacher/admin language taught K-12

expectations

dealing with norms and expectations and

29

consequences when not respected
Provide support from
leadership

Administration should provide time and oversee that

28

collaboration and communication across the
building. Bldg. focus walk look at how Ls are
engaged, more workshops and training to improve
teachers

Plan for exemplary
models to pay it

When there is a "master" teacher, that exemplifies

19

such an important concept/teaching strategy, they

forward, build
capacity

should allow "new" and old teachers time to observe
and learn to "let go". Give Ts the opp to visit/observe
each other's classrooms/lessons

Trust teacher expertise Recognize developmental and learning needs of Ss
and be allowed to teach/respond appropriately.

161

17

Untie our hands to be creative so that S engagement
can happen
Involve teachers in
decision making

Listen to teachers. Our input should matter and

7

changes to reflect that.

Hire quality teachers

More screening or standards on teachers

5

Learn to leverage

Need PDs on how to use P boards

2

technology efficiently

Table 18: Recommendation to leadership, 5. Curriculum.
5. Curriculum

Teachers’ Comments (n=674)

Allocate time to teach

Curriculum flexibility to allow time for more in deep 243

34%

exploration of interesting ideas and activities.;
District needs to reduce the curriculum in order to
teach subject matter in greater and greater depth;
Focus on depth instead of breadth; pacing guides
detrimental
Provide time for

Time to collaborate with grade level partners, ELL

teachers to

teachers and SPED/support staff to create resources;

communicate &

We need more time to coordinate with other

collaborate

disciplines and a more flexible pacing guide

Allocate time to revise

More unstructured time for Ss to collaborate is
needed; Understanding from administrators and
district that we need time to come back to texts and
theme cyclically

162

131

95

Problematize EL vs

Time for communications and collaboration between 87

mainstream dichotomy ELL/ESL and mainstream teachers; Need more
common planning time with ESL teachers/support
staff/para and the student; ESL teachers should not
have a separate curriculum, they need to piggy back
with content areas, Include EL teacher with every
curriculum committee; Bring differentiated version
of regular education curriculum into EL classroom
(not dumb down)
Allocate time to plan

Limit pacing guides and allow teachers, time to be

52

creative; Give a new curriculum time to grow and
Ts' time to reflect and become experts with the
materials
Implement

More to thematic units as opposed to "scripted"

interdisciplinary

curriculum/ pacing guides; Align themes

design across contexts

interdisciplinary across grade level

Explore ways to adjust

Create ESL resources or provide time/workshop for

curriculum

Ts to create; Curriculum institutes or curriculum

32

27

writing over summer to modify curriculum at each
grade level to include best practices for Els; Provide
funding for modified texts
Maintain consistency

Stop jumbling the curriculum just to change it up the

in the curriculum

next year; Give a new curriculum time to grow and
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7

Ts' time to reflect and become experts with the
materials; STOP changing the rules when we just
finalize and "get how to do it"

Table 19: Recommendation to leadership, 6. Instruction.
6. Instruction

Teachers’ Comments (n=120)

6%

Limit class size

Conceptual & academic dev needs to take place in

34

small class sizes; Keep class sizes lower to maximize
collaboration and teacher efficiency
Redesign instructional

District needs to get rid of drop/block/rotating

delivery

schedule because we are falling behind in curriculum

33

- listen to teachers; Accommodate daily schedules to
enable more student brainstorms and debates; Put
flexible groupings so students don’t look the same in
every group
Privilege project-based Limit and focus curriculum to allow more time for
learning

17

inquiry based approaches; Make projects/curriculum
based in real-world application

Rethink classroom

Our classroom needs tables instead of desks for

spaces

group work for cooperative learning; Reorganize
structure of specific classrooms between grade levels

164

14

Incorporate movement

Actual tasks with materials to make and take back to

+ play into instruction

teach with; Incorporate movement into lessons and

12

between lessons; more time to PLAY
Plan for student-

Maybe teach in styles that are adapted to the learning

centered instruction

styles of the students and not necessarily "drinking"

6

one methods' "kool aid"; Provide various projects
and assessments to give students choice, built in
units already
Implement sheltered

Similar graphic organizers used throughout the

instruction

school so students are not constantly learning new

4

ones

Table 20: Recommendation to leadership, 7. Assessment.
7. Assessment

Teachers’ Comments (n=148)

7%

Organize & evaluate

Establish assessment/grading criteria that is used by

83

assessment practices

all disciplines so that they are graded equally across
the board; Make students' growth a priority, not just
if (s)he can "pass" a course-specific assessment;
Instruction on how to scaffold district (modify)
assessments for ELLS

Place less emphasis on

Assessments don't need to be written! Kids can

standardized

participate in projects, etc. to demonstrate learning;

assessments

Continuing progress monitoring but get rid of some
assessments (district, state, etc.); Less standardized
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32

testing and more portfolio/reflective
teaching/learning + assessment
Use authentic

Transform district assessments into authentic

assessments

assessments, e.g project, lab, presentation, etc., A

29

differentiate curriculum inclusive of differentiated
assessments; More performance, open-ended,
extension based assessments
Consider timing of test

If you want us to do DRAs-coverage would be

administration

helpful; Competent and timely testing

4

Table 21: Recommendation to leadership, 8. Student and family partnerships.
Teachers’ Comments (n=65)

3%

Bolster outreach for

Caring does begin in the classroom, but blooms with

22

parents

support and encouragement from parents.; Give

8. Student and Family
Partnerships

parents outlets in which to share their background
knowledge; Full-time parent facilitator to educate
staff (1 per school); encourage parents to attend
English classes; Administrators need to provide
translators to help teachers involve parents and
families in classroom activities
Offer after school

Create before/after school cultural clubs; Capitalize

supports

on bilingual strength, internships or some language
leadership role for students, ex. Club Leader;
Afterschool programs to encourage self-esteem, and
effective self-advocacy, peer tutoring
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15

Support acculturation

Let us teach sociocultural expectations - please find

13

time for the civics! There are many students who are
unfamiliar with US customs, holidays, norms, and
need to have more New Arrivals-type classes that
address these issues
Revise advisory groups Advisory + team model = less kids living in the

10

fringe of school; Longer advisory, uninterrupted
period with fewer students
Prepare ELs for the

Real world skill building - more choice for EL

world beyond school

learners; More business partnerships in the

5

classroom

Table 22: Recommendation to leadership, 9. Resources.
9. Resources

Teachers’ Comments (n=338)

17%

Purchase instructional

School district needs to increase budget to acquire
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materials

supplies to supplement curriculum; Want more
current books that relate to the interests of ELs; Add
books to our Media Center that are from a variety of
cultures and in other languages; ALL ELL students
should have a dictionary in English AND their
language - provided by the district

Leverage technology

EL students should have a translation device to use

for learning,

in classes where computer/technology is not

167

120

assessments, &

available; Allowing teachers access to websites like

translation

you tube to make it real; The world is online and
students are well versed in media, school seems
archaic to them; Provide schools with technology
(iPads, programs, computers)

Ensure adequate

More EL support staff should be in every school

human resources per

possible co-teaching model would be effective,

school

Additional ELL support in the classroom/building;

42

Continued use of ELL paras in sheltered classroom preferably 1 para per class (rather than 1 shared
among classes); Push-in ESL teachers/opportunities
to meet with ESL teachers
Create a central

A set locations to store what we find/others find so

12

database in District for that we are not "reinventing the wheel" (ex.
teacher made modified

Dropbox); Provide time to develop and create

materials for ELs

repository of lesson plans and physical materials

Increase spending

Money allocated to programs and opportunities to

7

help further the ELL experience

6.5.1 Recommendations to Leadership Emerge from Analysis of Teachers’ Voices
A total of fifty-four (54) recommendations arose from the analysis of teachers’
needs in order to effectively implement the newly learned sheltered instructional
practices. These voices have been left whole, retyped from the flipcharts in which they
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were written and restated, as if to directly address the leadership. The analysis of this
data, thus far, has been twofold: initial coding and focused coding processes. That said, I
have made several choices in the manner in which it is presented. I have intentionally
formatted these categories and voices reflected therein as a sequential narrative, from
beginning to end. The numbers ascribed to them within this chapter follow a sequence of
critical action steps to be most effectively support dual language students.
1. Identification and Placement (5%)
When children arrive to a new home in a new city, one of the first orders of
business of register children for public school. If in the process of this registration
procedure, school officials suspect the student has a dominant language other than
English, subsequent steps ensue to identify that soon-to-be student as an English learner,
usually based upon the survey results of home languages spoken or those spoken by
parent or caregiver. Subsequent steps revolve around the placement of students into an
appropriate language support program. Educators in the District ask the administration to
use a variety of assessments in this identification process, to consider the background of
individual students and to diversity the kinds of the language programs to support new
dual language learners.
2. Student visibility (5%)
To help students thrive in school communities, they need to be seen as visible,
contributing members (Echevarria & Graves, 2010; Walqui, 2000). Educators on all
levels, from paras through administrators, are seeking information about students’
backgrounds. They wish such data could be readily accessible. They wish they had the
opportunity to learn more about their students. Once educators are provided with
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information about students’ cultural backgrounds, native languages, previous education,
and English language proficiency, they can begin to see these students. Only then can
they respond with culturally sustaining practices (Paris & Alim, 2017).
3. Cultivating Communities (11%)
It takes time to establish communities in the classroom, on the playground and in
the school (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Norton & Toohey, 2011). Teachers in the District are
requesting that be they be freed from the constraints of pacing guides that focus
exclusively on instruction and timing while not attending to individual students’ needs.
The diversity and differences dual language learners bring to the community should be
understood in its multi-layered complexity, appreciated and valued. In doing so, teachers
can respond by making curriculum culturally relevant and can work to connect students
to the greater community through out-of-classroom activities.
4. Teacher Supports, Input & Trust (9%)
Teachers in the District need support from administration to provide them release
time to observe “master teachers,” to work with peer mentors, to implement their newly
learned sheltered instructional practices. Teachers request feedback from administrators
via focused walks that observe engaged students (Ascenzi-Morreno, Hesson, & Menken,
2015). Educators express the need for administrators to take the lead in establishing
explicit norms and expectations of how to do school (Schleppegrell, 2004, 2012).
Teacher also ask that their input be solicited and that the quality of teachers is made a
priority.
5. Curriculum (34%)
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In the area of curriculum adjustments and modifications for dual language
learners, teachers weighed in heavily. The most frequent recommendation to District
leadership was a protection and allocation of time, time to teach, time to revise and time
to plan. Teachers articulated the need for time to communicate and collaborate with
grade level and discipline level teams, EL teachers, and special education teachers. In
doing so, teachers have problematized the dichotomy that persists between the
mainstream curriculum, that is the curriculum for all students, and the curriculum that is
offered to dual language learners via specialized language support programs. Ultimately,
teachers called for a consistency in the curriculum and a cohesion among the disciplines
and contexts and proposed several ways to come together for a common goal of ensuring
access to meaningful curriculum.
6. Instruction (6%)
Following the sequence of interpretation of this teacher survey data, when dual
language learners find their homes in the classrooms, teachers are the locus of instruction.
They manner in which the curriculum is delivered to students matters. To that end,
educators asked their leadership to attend to class size and space, daily schedules, mode
of delivery (incorporate movement and play), and approach to the delivery (studentcentered). Educators expressed a willingness to implement strategies specific to sheltered
instruction.
7. Assessment (7%)
In creating a classroom community and delivering high-quality sheltered
instruction, teachers have requested the District to rethink the timing and administration
of standardized assessments. In lieu of a standardized, one-size-fits all model of
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assessing dual language learners, educators have suggested exploring authentic,
linguistically differentiated assessments, compatible with a newly revised, linguistically
differentiated curriculum.
8. Student and family partnerships (3%)
Educators throughout the District have expressed the reenactment of advisory
groups so that educators can use a team model to support students “living in the fringe of
school.” Educators unanimously feel that in order to effectively support the dual
language learners in the schools, they need to recognize the holistic needs of the family
and respond thoughtfully. In doing so, teachers request that purposeful outreach be
planned to connect families with teachers and classroom activities. Teaches also ask that
school leaders reach out to local business to create partnerships and possible real-world
skill building opportunities to prepare them for life outside the classroom.
9. Resources (17%)
Lastly, but not least in importance, is the need for resources to make the
recommendations enumerated above possible. These nine categories, to include this last,
represent a call to action that implicates instructional resources, material resources,
human resources, technological resources, and monetary resources. While that may seem
overwhelming, I wish to ground the educators’ recommendations by highlighting one, in
particular: “create a central database in the District for teacher made modified materials
for ELs.”
I wish to foreground many of the previous recommendations in the context of this
teachers’ sentiment about resources because of two reasons: 1) to illustrate that some of
the recommendations posed by teachers can be rather easily solved, i.e., teachers have
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reported creating modified curriculum materials so perhaps sharing them District-wide
via a central database could support adoption into practice; and, 2) to remind
administrative leadership that significant and meaningful changes to the state of
education come from the ground up. It is not unusual in education for the practitioners to
teach the leadership about resources they need to effectively support pedagogy and
practice.
The line of inquiry in which educators identify levels of administrative support,
through the lens of Walqui’s (2000) ten priorities, is rooted in empowering teachers. The
purpose of collecting data from the teachers’ directly is to share these concerns, these
recommendations to the administrative leaders and, in doing so, privileging teachers’
experience and pedagogically sound advice. The nine areas of recommendations,
representing 54 specific and concrete actionable steps are intended to prompt a discussion
of District resources and stimulate a response to educators who completed this important
survey.
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CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH

In this final chapter, I return to the questions that originally inspired this study. As
an educational consultant intimately involved in the District’s effort to retrofit every
teacher with the awareness, knowledge and capacity to effectively support language
learners, I questioned the efficacy of the endeavor. After six years working alongside
educators, student service personnel, paraprofessionals, and administrators, I was eager to
situate the findings within the larger context of teacher and student learning and changes
in teachers’ practice.
7.1. Defining Efficacy
The definition of efficacy for the purpose of this study differs from how the
Department of Justice articulated efficacy in the Settlement Agreement, the initial
impetus for the District’s intervention effort. In fact, the term effectiveness was evident
in only three scenarios throughout the Settlement Agreement, under the subheading
Monitoring, p. 19. Beginning in section 57, “The District shall evaluate the effectiveness
of its ELL program to determine whether its language services are overcoming language
barriers within a reasonable period of time and enabling students to participate
meaningfully and equally in educational programs” (Department of Justice News). This
type of evaluation does not directly address effectiveness of the mandated training
intervention. Rather, effectiveness is measured with regard to progress of students
learning English and achieving a level of proficiency that would allow equitable access to
the school curriculum.
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In the subsequent paragraph of the Agreement, paragraph 58, the term
effectiveness in raised again under the subheading Monitoring. Effectiveness is used in
the context of the student data of a cohort of dual language learners compared to native
speaking students. In this paragraph, it is clear that the Department of Justice seeks to
measure program effectiveness through student learning outcomes as indicated by various
assessment results.
To measure program effectiveness, at a minimum the District shall
disaggregate ELP assessments results, standardized test scores (including Title I
content assessments), retention-in-grade rates, graduation rates, and enrollment in
special education, enrichment, gifted and talented, and other advanced learning
programs (e.g., Advanced Placement, honors) by school and specific language
program (e.g., ESL, bilingual, New Arrivals, etc.) to analyze longitudinally a
cohort of students by school and ELL Program to assess whether students enrolled
in each Program model are overcoming language barriers within a reasonable
period of time and participating meaningfully and equally in educational
programs relative to their native-English-speaking/never-ELL peers.

The data points in this monitoring point are numerous, to include standardized
assessments of grade level content and language proficiency as well as rates of
graduation and participation in special needs or enrichment programs. Effectiveness is
again used in the context of Program evaluation to ensure dual language learners are
“overcoming language barriers within a reasonable period of time.”
Earlier in the Settlement Agreement, one of the recommendations to the District
was to ensure that teachers of ELs are qualified to “provide language acquisition
services.” The aim of the District to remain compliant to the Agreement was to complete
all Initial Training by 2016. After five years of organizing and delivering the
professional development intervention to educators throughout the District, the
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Department of Justice confirmed the District’s compliance with aforementioned
mandates.

7.2 Research Questions Revisited
The research questions that guided this investigation into the efficacy of a districtwide professional development program were organized into three areas, each with
guiding lines of inquiry:
1) Educators (teachers, administrators, specialists), who completed the training:
a. Are educators learning new pedagogies as a result of the professional
development?
b. Are these newly learned strategies shaping the way they deliver
instruction, ie. is the training leading to behavioral changes in pedagogy?
2) Students, the dual language learners, in grades 3-8 in the District:
a. Are students’ reading skills improving, as measured by the Scholastic
Reading Inventory (SRI)?
b. Specifically, are students of teachers who have completed the Initial or
Advanced training recording a higher rate of growth than those students of
teacher who hadn’t yet completed any professional development training?
3) Institutional support [schools] for implementing newly learned practices:
a. What kinds of supports do teachers need from their leadership to implement
and sustain newly learned practices?

7.3 Evidence of Teacher Learning
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One of the lines of inquiry taken up in this dissertation study examined teachers’
acquisition of new knowledge, specifically around sheltered instruction, as a result of
their participation and engagement in the professional development intervention program,
Best Instructional Practices for English Learners Initial and Advanced models
(Verplaetse & Ferraro, 2011). Furthermore, if data from educators surveyed suggests that
they did learn how to support dual language learners, is this evident in their (teaching)
practice?
The data reported in the first findings chapter (5), addressed this question directly.
At the completion of the Initial training, a total of 1457 educators, to include
administrators, identified three specific changes to their practice they planned to make,
based upon their new learnings of sheltered instruction. The majority of the changes
educators identified (n=2680) addressed ways to make academic content, text and talk
comprehensible (Echevarria & Short, 2012), e.g. build schema, develop academic
language, modify text, use visuals. While the remaining teacher responses (n=1727)
committed to increasing the opportunities that students have to interact in the classroom,
in writing and speaking tasks, (Echevarria & Short, 2012), e.g. extending academic talk,
modeling language, using collaborative groupings. It is evident that teachers,
administrators, student service personnel, content specialists, paraprofessionals, and
tutors who completed the Initial training came away having learned about sheltered
instructional strategies.

7.3.1 Evidence of Learning, Unaligned with Sheltered Strategies
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Teachers identified specific changes to practice as a result of the Initial training that were
not limited to the nineteen (19) strategies in the sheltered strategies checklist, which
guided the design and delivery of the Initial training. In addition to the aforementioned
specific strategies, the top ten areas that educators committed to making changes are to:
1) shift instruction to align with general sheltered instruction strategies (n=61); 2)
understand expectations and needs of dual language learners (n=37); 3) leverage
resources (n=37); 4) collaborate to revise curriculum (n=-32); 5) attend to student
language development (n=29); 6) attend to teacher language use (n=28); 7) improve
communication between ESL and mainstream teachers (n=27); 8) sustain newly learned
practice (n=27); and 9) improve literacy development (n=14); and 10) learn more about
cultures of students (n=13).
The overwhelming commitments center around getting to know language
learners’ needs, using sheltered practices and a modified curriculum to meet those needs
while simultaneously recognizing the need for resources. These commitments to
changing practice strongly suggest that educators gained knowledge by their
commitments to applying newly learned approaches.
Fifty-seven (57) teachers committed to attending to language both in their own
use in the classroom and in the ways to develop academic language in students. This
signaled an awareness to and conscious attention of language use, of the differences
between social and academic language development and use (Cummins, 1981) and of
ways in which to respond to language development along a developmentally appropriate
continuum. This is a critical piece in measuring teacher learning as a precursor to teacher
behavioral change. Guskey (2002) claims that if professional development aims to
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change teachers’ behaviors, it must first bring an awareness to the practice, as evident
through teacher learning. Awareness is a powerful agent of change. Teachers have
reported various levels of metacognition in the following areas: teacher and student talk,
linguistic scaffolds, modifications suitable for language proficiencies, applications of
strategies, and institutional supports and challenges.

7.3.2 Evidence of Shifts in Teachers’ Instruction, Perception and Affective Response
The data presented thus far in the discussion, as reported by teachers (n=1457),
demonstrates that teachers who completed the Initial training committed to making
specific changes to their practice. The next piece of data introduced in Chapter 5
confirms that the teachers did, indeed, change their instructional practice to support dual
language learners.
At the end of the five-year professional development endeavor, a survey was
administered by the associate superintendent to all educators (n=1355) throughout the
District. Based upon the anonymous responses to the second survey question, teachers
indicated three ways in which their teaching practice has changes as a result of the
professional development workshops. On a sliding Likert scale from 0 (no change) to 3
(moderate) to 5 (noticeable), teachers reported changes to instruction, philosophy and
perception, and to the ways in which they respond to socio-emotional needs of dual
language learners.
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Figure 29: Evidence of teacher change, instructionally, philosophically, and affectively.
On average, teachers who participated in this survey (n=70) reported a moderate
change for each of the three categories: 3.13 for instructional changes, 3.3 for
philosophical changes and 3.27 for affective changes in teacher behavior. Ironically, a
training that focused on sheltered instruction as way to bring about equity and access in
the education of dual language learners yielded a higher average in the way teachers
perceive and meet their students’ socio-emotional needs than the way they might
respond, instructionally, to meet their needs, albeit slight.
The change in the nature of teacher knowledge and perceptions of students is
similar to what teachers expressed in their earlier commitments. A similar kind of
awareness of dual language learners, their specific needs as well as an attention to student
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academic language development and instructional (teacher) language (n=37) emerged in
teachers’ commitments after the Initial training.
Similarly, when interviewed about changes that have arisen from the District’s
engagement with professional development workshops, the instructional coaches first
commented on a heightened awareness of dual language learners and a raised
consciousness about language use in the schools. This cognizance has given way to
increased visibility. Immediately following the first ten hours of training, teachers
reported a commitment to getting to know their students, adjusting expectations, creating
safe environments, offering positive reinforcement, and providing access to meaningful
lessons (Table 9: Teachers’ commitment to changing practice, III, 2011-2016).
To further support the claim that teachers have a newfound awareness of the
needs of emergent bilingual students, 11% (n=219 comments) of the recommendations to
the school leadership addresses cultivating respectful and supportive communities of
educators and students which value diversity and difference in the school. Another 5%
(n=101 comments) focus on increasing student visibility by way of engaging in culturally
sustainable practices (see Tables 15 and 16).
The data from three sources strongly suggests a heightened awareness of
language, academic language development, instructional language and the ways in which
they consciously make their students visible within their community. Awareness is
closely linked to change, as a first step in attending to a necessary shift, perhaps later to
be seen in pedagogy and practice throughout teachers in the District. According to
Guskey (2002), a change in teachers’ attitudes and beliefs constitutes the final step in his
model for teacher change, directly following a change in student outcomes. This kind of
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changes illuminated in Figure 29 may be linked to changes in student outcomes, perhaps
changes in disposition and/or level of engagement. The change in teachers’ beliefs may
arise from improved student learning and academic achievement as well. However, the
tool identified in this study to measure such achievement may not be effective at
capturing this growth over time.

7.3.3 Evidence of Teacher’s Application of New Learning
Of the educators who completed the anonymous survey (n=70), the overwhelming
majority of teachers (98%), have changed their practice by building background,
developing academic language and modeling procedures specifically for language
learners throughout lessons. Another 68% percent of teachers reported modifying texts,
and using graphic organizers sometimes, always or often as a way to make dense,
academic text accessible. These strategies help make lesson content comprehensible to
dual language learners insofar as they address skills of listening and reading, primarily.
Of the educators who completed the anonymous survey (n=70), the majority of
teachers shifted their practice by adopting instructional conversations (97%), while many
others (94%) report creating spaces in their lessons for students to negotiate meaning to
clarify and deepen understanding. These changes in teacher behavior occur sometimes,
often and frequently which marks a considerable shift away from a teacher-centered
method of transmitting information relying heavily on teacher talk, to a student-centered,
mode of meaning making, centering students in discursive practices that enable them to
collaboratively co-construct new meanings (Vygotsky, 1978).
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Though it is not possible to directly compare sheltered strategies to which
teachers committed and then later implemented, it is possible to see several similarities.
Educators who committed to developing academic language also reported making this
shift in their practice. Strategies that help language learners speak and write and produce
abundantly rich language that teachers committed to and later implemented included an
creating collaborative groupings and socially engineering students based upon language
proficiencies. Another important strategy to extend academic language and content
learning teachers committed to and later reported implementing was to practice
instructional conversations. A prominent feature of this kind of student-led, teacher
facilitated discourse is asking higher order thinking questions while challenging students
to think broadly about big, wondering questions (Verplaetse, 2014). Such shifts in teacher
behavior have the power to give students voice, literally and figuratively, and visibility
within the classroom and beyond (Norton & Toohey, 2011).
In conclusion, teachers gained new knowledge and, consequently, adopted new
behaviors in teaching pedagogy. The data suggests that teachers have shifted their
practice in meaningful ways to better support dual language learners. The surveys of
teacher commitments immediately after the Initial training compared with the survey
administered in 2018, upon completion of the professional development initiative
suggested that teachers did gain new knowledge and changed teaching behaviors,
perceptions and affective responses towards dual language learners in the District.

7.4 Evidence of Student Learning
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The measurement tool that was used to assess student learning, in reading
specifically, was the Scholastic Reading Inventory, a standardized assessment
administered to all students’ in grades 3 through 8. It is normed for native English
speakers. The language of the assessment is English. The hypothesis that addressed the
question of student learning in this dissertation study was based on the belief that teachers
who completed the sheltered instruction training would be more effective in teaching dual
language learners, as evidenced by the rate of growth in SRI scores. This is not
necessarily to say that is my belief as the researcher. The Student data from cohorts 1, 2,
and 3, showed no statistically significant difference in SRI scores. The professional
development initiative had greater success implementing measures of teaching
effectiveness, as evidenced by teacher survey responses, than improving student
outcomes.
Ideally, this new knowledge and behavior would have yielded higher rates of
growth in their students than teachers who have not participated in the sheltered
instruction training. However, the measured outcome, the standardized assessment (SRI)
may not be an appropriate tool to adequately measure student learning outcomes, as it is
normed for native English speakers.
Teachers demonstrated new knowledge and, subsequently, newly learned
behaviors yet the student outcomes do not suggest any improvement. The lack of
evidence of student progress among the student cohorts may suggest that assessment data
was culled prematurely. According to Guskey (2002), a minimum window of time in
assessing student learners post professional development is two years. The student data
aggregated for this study was administered in the academic year 2015-2016, as pre-and
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post data. Included in this data set for cohorts 2 and 3 were teachers who had completed
the training prior to the September 2015, the beginning of the school year
Additionally, the student data that was collected in this dissertation was limited to
one singular assessment. This study did not examine alternative indicators of students’
academic achievement such as portfolio evaluations or grades. It also did not measure
affective and dispositional issues of dual language learners or skills and behaviors
(Guskey, 2002). Next steps to consider in extending this dissertation study would include
choosing authentic measures of assessment in which dual language learners have multiple
modalities to demonstrate knowledge, over time.

7.5 Evidence of Institutional Challenges in Implementing New Practices
Another possible reason that student data did not provide evidence of teacher
change among the three cohorts may be due to the challenges that teachers have
articulated in implementing the sheltered practices. Perhaps the limitations of
successfully implementing the strategies into practice inhibited student learning. It is
worth exploring the recommendations articulated by the teachers following completion of
the Initial training. All completers of the Initial training were surveyed, to include
teachers, administrators, student service personnel and paraprofessionals, about what
kinds of administrative supports they needed from the leadership to implement sheltered
instructional practices.
In the previous chapter, nine areas of focus were identified through a thematic
analysis, resulting in 54 individual recommendations. These recommendations represent
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the voices of 1943 educators in the District, to include classroom teachers, specialists,
student service professionals, administrators and paraprofessionals.
Table 23: Analysis of teachers’ needs to support dual language learners recasted as
recommendations to school leadership.
Recommendations Specific categories of recommendations
% Count
Allocate time to teach
36%
243
Provide time for teachers to communicate &
collaborate
19%
131
Allocate time to revise
14%
95
Problematize EL versus mainstream
Curriculum
dichotomy
13%
87
Allocate time to plan
8%
52
674 comments,
Implement interdisciplinary design across
34%
contexts
5%
32
Explore ways to get it done (curricular
adjustments)
4%
27
Maintain consistency in the curriculum
1%
7
Purchase instructional materials
46%
157
Resources –
Leverage technology for learning,
Instructional,
assessments, & translation
36%
120
Technical, Human
Ensure adequate human resources
12%
42
& Material
Create a central database for teacher made
338 comments,
materials for ELs
4%
12
17%
Need more money
2%
7
Create community throughout school
35%
76
Increase out-of-classroom activities
22%
48
Cultivating
Address cultural awareness in PD
16%
35
Value diversity and difference in our
Communities
schools
11%
23
219 comments,
Create community throughout classroom
6%
14
Make curriculum culturally relevant
6%
13
11%
Connect to greater community outside of
school
4%
9
Hire personnel to keep schools safe
0.5%
1
Require faculty to learn sheltered instruction 40%
71
Set explicit norms and expectations for all
students
16%
29
Teacher Supports, Provide support from leadership
16%
28
Plan for exemplary models to pay it
Input & Trust
forward, build capacity
11%
19
178 comments, 9% Trust teacher expertise
10%
17
Involve teachers in decision making
4%
7
Hire quality teachers
3%
5
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Assessment
148 comments, 7%

Instruction
120 comments, 6%

Student Visibility
101 comments, 5%

Identification &
Placement
100 comments, 5%
Student and
Family
Partnerships
65 comments, 3%

Learn to leverage technology efficiently
Organize and evaluate assessment practices
Place less emphasis on standardized
assessments
Use authentic assessments
Consider timing of test administration
Limit class size
Redesign instructional delivery
Privilege project-based learning
Rethink classroom spaces
Incorporate play + movement into
instruction
Plan for student-centered instruction
Implement sheltered instruction
Improve accessibility of student data
Practice culturally responsive [sustaining]
practices
Learn about background of each student
Implement Positive Behavior Instructional
Supports (PBIS)
Expand & diversify the language support
programs
Explore co-teaching models
Ensure appropriate program placement
Re-evaluate identification protocol
Continue to monitor students after exit
Bolster outreach for parents
Offer after school supports
Support acculturation
Revise advisory groups
Prepare ELs for the world beyond school

1%
56%

2
83

22%
20%
3%
28%
17%
14%
12%

32
29
4
34
33
17
14

10%
5%
3%
40%

12
6
4
40

35%
22%

35
22

4%

4

74%
11%
10%
4%
1%
34%
23%
20%
15%
8%

74
11
10
4
1
22
15
13
10
5

The recommendations that emerged from the thematic analysis of teachers’ voices
are compatible with what teachers had committed to change immediately following the
Initial training. In addition to the sheltered strategies teachers articulated in their
commitments, they expressed (n=32 comments) a need to revise curriculum and
collaborate with others to accomplish this task which garnered the largest percentage of
teacher comments (n=674 comments) in Table 23 which recorded teacher needs. Simply
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put, teachers acknowledge the need to revise curriculum and to collaborate but they
request help from leadership in terms to allocating and protecting this time through
regular meetings.
According to the data from the interview with the instructional coaches, concrete
ways administrators can support teachers were discussed at a principal’s meeting. Four
ways were identified in supporting the application of sheltered strategies in the
classroom: peer coaching, more professional development for all staff, inclusion of
strategies in the curriculum, and ensuring accommodations on all district assessments.
Though these may have arisen in a principals meeting in the fall of 2018, they are aligned
with what teachers have requested from their leadership between 2012 and 2017.
The category in Table 23 that received the most attention centered around the
curriculum (674 comments, 34%) – revise, modify, collaborate to problematize the
curriculum and diffuse dichotomy between ESL and mainstream curriculum. The second
most popular category (338 comments, 17%) addressed the resources teachers require in
order to make curricular revisions. Table 9 reflects teachers’ commitments to changing
practice and two categories emerged as among the most popular: shift instruction to align
with sheltered instruction and collaborate, plan and revise curriculum (n=93 comments).
The recommendations that originated from the pilot study (Ferraro, 2017) were
disseminated to administrators throughout the state. The associate superintendent of the
District has planned a one-day retreat for administrators in August 2019 where the 54
recommendations will be shared. Local principals from each school will have the
opportunity to prioritize the recommendations, while working in administrative teams, to
design goals, outcomes and actionable steps and for the 2019-2020 academic year. The
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District’s associate superintendent plans to integrate this data into a theory of change to
be implemented strategically throughout the District in coming years.

7.5.1 Sustaining Practices
While change is gradual, it is my hope that District leadership can incorporate the
teachers’ recommendations into school improvement plans and district-wide strategies to
improve the education of dual language learners. In an effort to provide continued
support to every educator, I’d like to echo a few, key comments from teachers:
1. Conduct walk throughs, focus walks, to provide feedback;
2. Look for evidence, use checklist, pre-observations to include an informed review;
3. Use information from walk thrus to guide instruction;
4. Organize PD to share and reinforce strategies (1-4, Table 9);
5. Administration should provide time and oversee that collaboration and
communication across the building;
6. Conduct building focus walks to look at how learners are engaged;
7. Have supportive admin circulate building, visit classrooms and common areas;
8. When there is a “master teacher” that exemplifies important concepts and
teaching strategies, you should allow new and old teachers to observe (Table 19)
9. Listen to teachers. Our input should matter and changes should reflect that (5-9,
Table 17).

7.6 Limitations
The Initial training was designed around a list of nineteen, proven-effective,
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sheltered strategies to support the education of dual language learners (Echevarria, Short,
& Vogt, 2008). While this may have been a successful north star in guiding the delivery
and subsequent modeling and coaching of effective pedagogy, it may have limited me, as
the researcher, from seeing changes in teacher learning and behaviors that fell outside of
the nineteen strategies. That said, at the conclusion of the Initial training, educators
identified three specific changes they planned to make as a result of the training. In this
analysis, 330 changes were identified that were not included in the responses (n=4407)
that directly addressed sheltered strategies on the checklist that was used to guide teacher
learning.
Additionally, the survey that was administered in June 2018 reporting on changes
teachers implemented into their practice also included an optional question which
addressed how the training informed current practices, of which 30 teachers identified
change in teacher behavior.
Using a checklist, either to guide professional development design or to observe a
lesson in practice, can shape the end product. It is imperative educators problematize
checklists used for assessing teachers and students alike. Checklists may be worthwhile,
initially, to guide our thinking but they may complicate what we see aligned to the
checklist but may limit us from seeing practices that are not visible on the checklist.
To measure student academic growth over time, one assessment measure was
identified – the Scholastic Reading Inventory. This one standardized assessment was not
accurate in demonstrating improved student outcomes. However, this one assessment
was intentionally chosen in this study to illuminate its ineffectiveness. This assessment
did not consider student learner outcomes with regard to disposition and behavior
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changes or acquisition of discrete skills. The purpose of the SRI is to measure literacy
achievement. The timing of the retrieval of student data during the academic year 20152016 may have not represented the average growth in student learner outcomes over the
other 4 years of the intervention. Moreover, with regard to student data, this study
limited students in grades three through eight. It did not include the whole student body
of dual language learners in the District.
The parameters for identifying teacher and students for cohorts 1, 2 and 3 did not
control for teachers who may have learned and applied sheltered strategies to practice but
were not assigned any dual language learners during that specific academic year. Though
the Initial training was mandated, teachers had some degree of choice to complete
variations of the Advanced. Those teachers who volunteered for the most Advanced
training, which was delivered through Summer EL Institutes, may have been committed
and invested to supporting their students. This commitment may influence student
learner outcomes.
The data identified in this study to measure teacher learning, changes in teacher
behavior (indicative of application of newly learned skills) was based exclusively upon
teacher self-reports. There were no observations of teacher practices recorded from
myself or instructional coaches which may have provided a more comprehensive view of
teachers’ behaviors have shifted as a result of the professional development.

7.7 Implications of this Study
An overview of the literatures early on in this study concluded that there is a lack
of research in the field with regard to the efficacy of teacher training around the
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education of dual language learners. There has been substantial research in the fields of
academic language development, second language acquisition (Cummins, 2014;
Schleppegrell, 2012; Verplaetse, 2008), programs that support dual language learners and
the pedagogies and practices that have been found effective (Collier & Thomas, 2004;
Echevarria & Gravies, 2010; Short, 2013). However, there are few studies that have
quantitatively or qualitatively evaluated instructional approaches to teach dual language
learners (DiCerbo, Anstrom, Baker, & Rivera, 2014). The need for teachers to engage in
sheltered pedagogies has outpaced the research time to evaluate practices and
professional development programs that aim to promote sheltered instruction.
As stated in chapters one and two of this dissertation, the importance of this study
is critical in scope and timing for several reasons:
1) as a field, we are falling short of meeting dual language learners’ needs in three
areas of teacher preparation: pre-service training (Taie & Goldring, 2017), shortage of
qualified in-service teachers (Cross, 2016) and limited access to professional
development (DeMonte, 2013; DiCerbo, Anstrom, Backer, & Rivera, 2014) that engages
them in proven effective sheltered pedagogies;
2) in the last few years, the call for research has intensified for teacher training
programs that are designed to develop teacher knowledge of alternative pedagogical
approaches effective for dual language learners (Park, Zong, & Bataloava, 2018)
combined with the need to sustain the practices learned in professional development
programs (Téllez & Waxman, 2006);
3) the Settlement Agreement between the District and the Department of Justice
mandated a district-wide training program as the fourth of seven enumerated priorities,
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“District must train all staff to ensure curriculum is made accessible to ELs, quality
services are provided to all ELP levels via sheltered services.”

Teachers have reported that professional development programs such as
workshops have been successful insofar as learning new knowledge and skills (Gleeson,
2008; Lee, 2004; Lee et al., 2008) but the degree to which their newly acquired
knowledge has shaped their pedagogy and, subsequently, impacted the education of dual
language learners has not been examined to date. In the last few years, the call for
practice and research has intensified for evaluation of teacher training programs that are
designed to develop teacher knowledge of alternative pedagogical approaches effective
for dual language learners (DiCerbo, Anstrom, Baker & Rivera, 2014; Park, Zong &
Batalova, 2018; Wei, Darling-Hammond & Adamson, 2010). It is precisely in this
context of space and time that this study hopes to contribute through the dissemination of
data to educators, school leadership and policy makers.
At the conclusion of the Settlement Agreement, paragraph 60, it reads, “The
District shall use the results of current and future longitudinal studies to inform ELL
program decisions and improve the effectiveness of ELL programs,” (Settlement
Agreement, Appendix E). State and federal officials await the results of this dissertation
study, eager to learn about teacher learning, its impact upon the education of dual
language learners, and the kinds of guidance from leadership that are required to sustain
the practices.
The scope of this study is large in both the teacher and student population in the
District and the numbers of participants included in this study. The professional
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development intervention effort spanned a considerable time period and was multifaceted in its approach to offer Initial and Advanced areas of training. To my best
knowledge, there has not been a study of this magnitude examining the impact of
professional development that addresses effectively educating dual language learners,
specifically for in-service teachers. It was, therefore, imperative that this study be
conducted so that it the results can inform program decisions and, ultimately, improve the
effectiveness of educating dual language learners throughout the country.

7.8 Looking Ahead
The primary aim of this study was to examine the efficacy of the professional
development program to advance the field of teacher learning and application of
knowledge for pedagogies and practices specific to dual language learners. Earlier
chapters cited limited access to high quality professional development as one of three
areas of need. The first and second areas where we, as educators, are failing to meet the
needs of the growing superdiversity of students addressed lack of pre-service preparation
(Taie & Goldring, 2017) and a shortage of qualified in-service teachers (Cross, 2016).
As a direct result of the crossroads between my engagement with this study and
my job as assistant professor in a School of Education, I have recently assumed two
projects in my department. The first project was to design (and teach) a required course
for all pre-service teachers in effective pedagogies and practices for emergent bilingual
students. This step is paramount in addressing what Taie and Goldring (2017) cite as a
lack of pre-service teacher preparation. The second project which I have embarked upon
this year has been to recruit heritage Spanish speaking students enrolled in my University
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and in local high schools to a newly designed elementary bilingual education program. I
have volunteered as a visiting scholar to local high schools making students aware of this
program in a targeted effort to address the critical shortage of credentialed bilingual
teachers in my state. This effort directly addresses, and hopefully curtails, the shortage of
bilingual education teachers in the state (Cross, 2016; Park, Zong, & Bataloava, 2018).
In conclusion, the data that has been examined as part of this dissertation research
study is helping forward the conversation of change in teacher learning, teacher behavior
and subsequent student learning with regard to professional development in the areas of
sheltered instruction. With the rise of dual language learners nationally coupled with the
focus on CCCS and academic language development, the movement of retrofitting
mainstream teachers in sheltered pedagogies has rolled out throughout the country.
There remains much work to be done in helping administrators see that
retrofitting extends beyond the confines of the classroom. The change in demographics
of our student culture calls for a shift in our educational ethos, a reallocation of time and
resources and a closer look at what constitutes collaborative leadership to support dual
language education in our public schools.
In the last few years, the call for practice and research has intensified for teacher
training programs that are designed to develop teacher knowledge and application of
pedagogical approaches effective for dual language learners (Park, Zong, & Bataloava,
2018). The results that this dissertation study have provided are essential to informing
how educators and leadership can collaborate to create programs, critically needed to
serve the superdiversity in schools throughout the country. As U.S. Attorney Deirdre
Daly reiterated, it is critical we create a roadmap for schools who struggle to design a
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similar plan to effectively educate their ELs. As a nation of educators who undoubtedly
realize the implications of growing diversity among the students, we are obligated to
change the course by addressing our current failures.
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granted with the understanding that investigator(s) are responsible for:
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retain copies of signed consent documents for six (6) years after close of the grant, or three (3) years if the study is unfunded.
Adverse Event Reporting - Adverse events occurring in the course of the protocol must be reported in e-protocol as soon as possible, but no later
than five (5) working days.
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Consent form (when applicable) will be stamped and sent in a separate e-mail. Use only IRB approved copies of the consent forms, questionnaires,
letters, advertisements etc. in your research.
Please contact the Human Research Protection Office if you have any further questions. Best wishes for a successful project.
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APPENDIX B
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: OUTLINE OF INITIAL TRAINING
Module 1:
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.

Laying the Foundation
Myths and Realities About Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
Numbers Tell All
SLA Theory in a Nutshell
Levels of English language acquisition, A Student Profile
Language Proficiencies: BICS and CALP
Experience a sheltered science lesson in a foreign language, participate in a
quiz, and debriefing.

Module 2: Making the Content (Input) Comprehensible
I.
Contextualize Whole Lessons
A. Build & Activate Background Knowledge
B. Develop Vocabulary; Use Word Walls
C. Use Visuals, Gestures, and Realia
D. Creating Opportunities to Negotiate Meaning
II.
Make Academic Text Comprehensible
A. Use Graphic Organizers Intentionally
B. Modify Written Text
C. Amplify Number of Activities per Text
III.
Make Classroom Talk Comprehensible
A. Pace Teacher’s Speech
B. Use Listening Guides
C. Frame Main Ideas
D. Check for Understanding
Module 3: Creating Opportunities for Interaction (Output)
I.
Change Traditional Classroom Talk
A. Use Teacher Question & Response Strategies
B. Practice Instructional Conversations (IC)
II.
Engage Appropriate Language Proficiency Levels
A. Vary Question Techniques Based on Students’ Varying Proficiency Levels
B. Ask BIG questions, often
III.
Give Students Voice
A. Challenge Students to Produce Extended Academic Talk
B. Model Language
C. Use Small Group/Pair Work to Elicit Student Talk
D. Respond to Students Voice - Writing and Error Correction
Module 4:
I.
II.
III.

Putting It All Together
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), 8 Components
SIOP Evaluation and Assessment Tool
Walqui’s Ten Priorities for Designing Instruction for Immigrant Students
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APPENDIX C
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: OUTLINE OF ADVANCED TRAINING
Overview of Best Instructional Practices for English Learners - Advanced
The workshop entitled, “Best Instructional Practices in Educating our English Learners Advanced,” has been designed by Lorrie Verplaetse, PhD and Marisa Ferraro for those
general education teachers, student service personnel and school administrators who have
completed the Initial training program. The revised workshop will consist of four standalone but interrelated modules, totaling 10 hours of professional development workshops.
Module 5 – Literacy and Vocabulary Development for English Learners
Recent federal initiatives [to include the 1997 Congress approved National Reading Panel
(NRP) and the 1998 National Research Council (NRC) work by Snow, Burns, & Griffin]
have gone to great lengths to understand and simplify the complexities of literacy
teaching and learning. The Reading First legislation mandates that every kindergarten
through third grade reading program contain explicit and systematic instruction in the
following five areas: phonemic awareness; phonics; vocabulary development; reading
fluency, including oral reading skills; and reading comprehension strategies. It is
important to note that neither the NRP nor the Reading First legislation examine or makes
recommendations specific to reading instruction for ELs. Hence, this module shares the
special considerations for English learners, essentially what is different for English
learners developing literacy, within Reading First’s literacy development framework.
Excerpted from Antunez’s Implementing Reading First with English Language Learners
(Directions in Language & Education, Spring 2002, Vol. 15). This module also uses the
text from the Center for Applied Linguistics, What’s Different About Teaching Reading
to Students Learning English?
Learning Objective:
1. Participants will be able to identify and practice literacy and vocabulary instructional
strategies, which are specifically advantageous to the learning needs of ELs.

Module 6 – Effective Assessment Practices for English Leaners
In this new era of school reform, educators are held accountable for student learning.
Accountability has traditionally been measured by student academic performance, as
demonstrated via assessment practices. There are various measures of assessment of
student learning – all of which ultimately hold schools and districts accountable for the
progress their students are making in linguistic and content area growth and development.
This module examines measures which assess content development of our English
learners via authentic assessments which integrate skills, language and content, and
ultimately measure them against a differentiated rubric of expectations.
Learning Objectives:
1. Participants will be able to design alternative forms of content assessment with
corresponding rubrics to accurately assess what their ELs have learned.
199

2. Participants will be able to use language and content assessment data to make
instructional decisions for their classrooms.

Module 7: Learning Disability or Language Development?
Research shows that bilingual students are consistently overrepresented in special
education programs in some districts and underrepresented in other school districts. Is
this markedly varied representation a function of bilingual students’ cognitive capabilities
or is this variation a consequence of assessment measures that are not viable for this
unique student population?
Learning Objective:
1. Participants will be able to identify and differentiate diagnostic strategies to help
clarify if an ELs’ difficulties are due to disabilities or an expected part of second
language development.

Module 8: Peer Coaching and Capacity Building Within District
Once teachers have learned a variety of instructional strategies for ELs through the
previous modules, they need to ensure that they will take these strategies back to the
classroom and incorporate new teaching approaches into their existing repertoire. This
module explores ways in which participants can keep their newfound ideas alive and to
spread their newfound knowledge with other teachers in their building. Various peer
coaching models will be introduced and explored, as well post-training conferencing
checklists and classroom observation tools. Participants will have time during the
training and will be given a planning tool to help them articulate their next action steps.
Learning Objective:
1. Participants will be able to develop a peer coaching or PD training plan to build
capacity within their school and/or district on the topic of best instructional practices for
ELs.
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APPENDIX D
DEAR COLLEAGUE LETTER
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APPENDIX E

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA
AND
THE DISTRICT
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SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
PURPOSE
1. The Stamford Public School System (“the District”), by and through its
undersigned representative,1 agrees to the terms of this Settlement Agreement
in order to address and resolve the noncompliance findings raised as of the date
of this Agreement by the United States Department of Justice (“the United
States”) under the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, 20 U.S.C. §
1703(f) (EEOA), regarding the adequacy of the District’s provision of English
Language Learner (ELL) services, teachers, materials, and special education
services to ELLs, its monitoring of current and former ELLs, and its evaluation
of its ELL programs.
2. In consideration for the commitments made herein by the District, the United
States agrees not to initiate judicial proceedings to enforce those requirements
of the EEOA that the Agreement addresses. This commitment does not relieve
the District from fulfilling any other obligations under the EEOA.
3. This Settlement Agreement shall become effective on the date of its execution
by both parties and shall remain in effect until such time as the United States
determines the District has complied with its obligations under the EEOA,
provided that, the parties may, upon mutual written agreement, amend this
Agreement to address changed circumstances and/or to improve the delivery of
services to ELLs. The District understands that the United States will not close
the monitoring of this Agreement until it determines that the District has
fulfilled the terms of this Agreement and complies with the EEOA.
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DEFINITIONS
4. “The School District” and “the District” refer to the Stamford Board of
Education and the Stamford Public School System.
5. “ELLs” refers to students who have been determined to be English Language
Learners, Limited English Proficient, or Non-English Proficient and thus
require assistance to overcome language barriers that impede their equal and
meaningful participation in the District’s instructional programs. For
purposes of this Agreement, ELLs include those who have a composite level
of 1-5 on the English Language Proficiency (ELP) test that the District uses
to identify ELLs.
6. “ELL Services” refers to instructional assistance afforded to ELLs for teaching
the English language or to render substantive educational content accessible,
whether in the context of an ELL program specifically designed for ELLs or in
a classroom where ELLs and non-ELLs are educated. Services may include
English as a Second Language (ESL), sheltered content instruction, and
transitional bilingual education.
7. “ESL” refers to English as a Second Language, which is direct, explicit
instruction about the English language that provides a systematic and
developmentally appropriate approach to teaching language within the context
of academic content from grade level curriculum. ESL instruction in the
District also addresses the listening, speaking, reading, and writing standards of
the PreK-12 English Language Proficiency Standards and the Connecticut State
Department of Education (CSDE) ELL Frameworks, and aligns to the Common
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Core State Standards.
8.

“Bilingual education” refers to instruction in both English and the ELLs’
native language that is designed to enable ELLs to become proficient in English
and academic content areas, using a culturally responsive instructional
curriculum and pedagogy. Connecticut requires bilingual programs in schools
that have 20 or more ELLs who speak the same native language for up to 30
months, and requires Language Transition Support Services to ELLs who have
not met state exit criteria within 30 months in a bilingual program. Language
Transition Support Services under this Agreement must be “ELL services.”

9. “Sheltered content instruction” is instruction, primarily in English, where
teachers use an array of sheltered content instructional techniques (such as,
grouping students by language proficiency level, adapted materials and texts,
visual displays, cooperative learning and group work, primary language support,
and clarification) to make grade- level content lessons understandable to ELLs
while promoting their English language and literacy development.
10. “IEP” refers to an Individualized Education Program under the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), and “Section 504 plan” refers to a
plan designed to meet the individual educational needs of a student with a
disability under Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504).
“IEP Team,” “PPT Team,” and “Section 504 Team” refer to the teams
constituted under these laws to: identify the student’s individual needs;
propose placements, programming, or services; and/or develop an IEP or
Section 504 plan for the student.
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11. “LAS Links level” refers to a student’s level of English proficiency as
determined by the annual LAS Links assessment.
12. “English Language proficiency” (ELP) refers to the ability of a student to
communicate in English in listening, speaking, reading, and writing, as
determined by the student’s level on a valid and reliable ELP assessment.
13. “SWD” refers to a student with a disability under Section 504 or a student who
is eligible for special education under the IDEA. “SWD ELL” refers to an
SWD student who is also an ELL.
14. “TESOL-certified” or “TESOL-endorsed” refers to a certification or
endorsement in the subject area Teaching English to Speakers of Other
Languages. Per Connecticut state law, this certification is required for anyone
employed as a teacher of English to speakers of other languages.
15. “ELL Teacher” refers to a TESOL-certified teacher or a content-area teacher of
ELLs who has adequate training in sheltering techniques, including at least the
training required by paragraph 37 below.
GENERAL REQUIREMENT
16. As required by the EEOA, the School District shall take appropriate action to
overcome language barriers that impede equal and meaningful participation
by ELLs in its instructional programs. See 20 U.S.C. § 1703(f).
SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS
Identifying ELLs and Placing Them on an ELL Caseload and in ELL Services
17. The District shall ensure that it identifies students as ELLs based upon a valid
and reliable ELP test and provides them with ELL services appropriate to their
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ELP level as soon as practicable but by no later than 10 school days after they
enroll.
18. By the start of the 2014-2015 academic school year, the District will develop and
use an ELL Service Database to capture all ELL services by nature of the service,
time allocation, and teacher. The District shall ensure that it enters each ELL’s
information into the ELL Service Database and shall use this Database to ensure
that it places each ELL on the caseload of an ELL teacher. The District shall train
each ELL teacher on using the ELL Service Database to report all services
provided to ELLs, and shall ensure that each ELL teacher uses this database to
generate quarterly caseload reports for review by the district-level administrator
responsible for ELL services (“the ELL Administrator”).
19. The caseload reports shall include the following information:
a. ELL caseload teacher’s name;
b. student’s name and grade,
c. current LAS Links or other ELP level;
d. whether the student’s parent/guardian refused ELL services;
e. whether the student is gifted and/or has a disability;
f. the content area focus of ESL services;
g. the number of ESL service minutes per day and week;
h. the number of sheltered content service minutes per day and week, broken
down by content area;
i.

descriptions of the ELL services (i.e., push-in, pull-out, co-teaching,
newcomer, or self-contained);
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j.

the names of the teachers providing the ELL services and their
certification(s), endorsement(s), and if a sheltered content teacher without a
TESOL endorsement, whether the teacher is on track to complete the
paragraph 37 training within three years; and any supplemental assistance
provided pursuant to paragraphs 30 and 31 below.

The District shall give the United States written notice of proposed changes that
would result in the deletion or replacement of a field on the caseload report. The
United States shall have 60 days to notify the District in writing of any concerns or
objections related to the proposed change(s). The parties shall work in good faith to
resolve any concern or objection raised by the United States. If the United States
does not notify the District of a concern or objection within 60 days of receiving
written notice, the District may adopt the change(s) as proposed.
20. The District shall ensure that the ELL Administrator monitors the ELL caseload
program quarterly to ensure that identified ELLs are on a caseload of an ELL
teacher and are receiving appropriate ELL services based on their ELP level and
performance needs. The ELL Administrator shall review these reports with the
school-based ELL teams following his/her review to provide guidance and support
as needed. If an employee learns that any ELL is not receiving adequate and
appropriate ELL services, as required by this Agreement, the employee shall
immediately notify the ELL Administrator and the District shall take reasonable
steps to ensure that the ELL receives such services within 30 days.
21. If an employee determines that any ELL is not making adequate progress towards
achieving English language proficiency, the employee shall notify the ELL
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Administrator. At the end of every semester, the ELL Administrator shall review
the amount of ELL services provided to the students who are not making
adequate progress towards English language proficiency, and modify the quantity
and/or the type of ELL services the student receives.
Instruction of ELLs
22. All ELLs who have not met the ELL exit criteria established by the State of
Connecticut shall receive ELL instruction, unless the ELL’s parent/guardian
makes an informed decision to refuse such ELL services in writing.
23. ELL instruction shall include two components: English as a Second Language
(ESL) instruction as well as sheltered content instruction. The District shall group
ELLs for ESL instruction by ELP level unless it is not practicable to do so, in
which case the District shall use a horizontal grouping model that clusters ELLs by
their proficiency level across grades (limited to two consecutive grades in
elementary beginning in SY 2014-15, except if this is impracticable at schools with
low numbers of ELLs, then limited to three consecutive elementary grades) or a
vertical grouping model that clusters ELLs by grade level across two comparable,
consecutive proficiency levels (e.g., grade 1 ELP Level 1-2 ELLs). The District
may provide the sheltered content instruction required by Paragraph 26 in classes
with ELLs and non-ELLs. The District shall ensure that all ELLs receive core
content instruction designed to enable them to perform at grade level, be on track to
graduate from high school, and be prepared to enroll in college.
24. As explained more fully in Paragraph 26 below, the District shall implement a
tiered- services plan to ensure that ELL services are effective and designed to
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address individualized needs, appropriate to the student’s ELP level. The District
may provide ESL service in a push-in setting for ELLs with higher ELP levels
(ELP levels 3-5), while it shall provide ESL instruction for lower ELP levels (ELP
levels 1 and 2) in an ELL-only class or pull-out setting. To the extent practicable,
the District may provide ELLs with additional ELL services than those required by
Paragraph 26 below, and shall ensure that such additional ELL services do not
unnecessarily segregate ELLs given their ELP levels and their time and progress in
the ELL program. The District shall ensure that ELL students who are not making
sufficient yearly progress receive additional ELL instruction.
25. A TESOL-certified teacher must provide all ESL instruction whether it is provided
through a pull-out, a push-in, or co-taught setting, or an ELL-only class. All
sheltered content instruction shall be provided by: a teacher dually certified in
TESOL and the content area; a TESOL-certified teacher co-teaching with a
content-certified teacher; or a content-certified teacher who is adequately trained in
sheltering techniques, along with a paraprofessional who has completed (or who
will complete at the next available training session) Modules 1-4 of the training
described in paragraph 37.
26. The District shall provide the following ESL and sheltered content instruction for
all ELLs whose parents/guardians have not refused ELL services. The duration of
an ELL class period shall be the equivalent of the length of time used to teach core
subjects such as English Language Arts and Math in that grade level. In the 201314, 2014-15, and 2015-16 school years while teachers complete the training
requirements in paragraph 37, the hourly sheltered content instruction requirements
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detailed below may be provided by a content-certified teacher who is on track to
complete the intensive training in sheltering techniques in paragraph 37 within
three years, along with a paraprofessional who has completed (or who will
complete at the next available training session) Modules 1-4 of the training
described in paragraph 37:
a. The District shall provide ESL instruction for at least one class period
a day and sheltered content instruction for at least a second class
period a day (i.e., approximately 10 hours per week) to all ELLs who
are at ELP level 1;
b. The District shall provide ESL instruction for at least one class period a
day and at least a second class period of sheltered content instruction
(i.e., approximately 8-9 hours per week) for all ELLs who are at ELP
level 2;
c. The District shall provide ESL instruction for at least one class period a
day (approximately 45 minutes/day) and at least a period of sheltered
content instruction (i.e., 30 minutes in grade K-5 and 40 to 60 minutes
in grades 6-12) a day (i.e., approximately 6 to 8 hours per week) for all
ELLs who are at ELP level 32;
d. The District shall provide ESL instruction for at least 2.5 hours per week
for all
ELLs at ELP levels 4 and 5 and may provide this instruction in a gradelevel English Language Arts class. When needed to meet the language
and academic needs of ELLs at ELP levels 4 and 5, the District shall
provide additional content- based ESL from a TESOL- certified teacher,
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sheltered content instruction from a TESOL-certified teacher or
content-certified teacher trained in sheltering techniques, or additional
supplemental assistance as described in paragraphs 30- 31.
27. The District shall ensure that ELL teachers and teachers of content area classes
to ELLs
28. use current sheltered instructional techniques (such as grouping ELLs in
consideration of their ELP levels; teaching academic language and content
objectives; using adapted
The District shall train and monitor its teachers to ensure that in content area
classes of ELLs the teachers: (a) use speech that is appropriate for the ELLs’
proficiency level(s);
(a) use supplementary materials that support the content objectives and
contextualize learning; (c) teach academic vocabulary that is relevant to the core
content matter; (d) scaffold content, including texts, assignments, assessments, and
present content in all modalities so that the content is appropriate to the ELLs’
proficiency levels; (e) afford ELLs regular opportunities to practice and apply new
language and content knowledge in English; (f) clearly explain academic tasks to
ELLs; (g) teach reading comprehension skills and strategies that take into account
ELLs’ ages and literacy levels; and (h) use research-based, effective writing
strategies for ELLs.

2 If paraprofessionals also provide support to ELLs in these sheltered content
classes, the paraprofessional may be present for only 30 minutes of the period.
materials and texts, visual displays, cooperative learning, group work, primary
language support, and clarification; and activating background knowledge to make
lessons understandable for ELLs, and (b) differentiate instruction so that it is
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appropriate for the ELLs’ ELP level(s), grade levels, and academic needs (e.g.,
SWD, gifted, and Students with Interrupted Formal Education (SIFE) ELLs).
29. The District shall ensure that all ELLs at all schools are integrated with non-ELLs
for recess, art, music, gym, lunch, and library and are not unnecessarily segregated
from non- ELLs in other classes, including core content classes, given their ELP
levels, the nature of their ELL services, and their time and progress in such
services. The District shall integrate ELLs with general education students in
school functions, co-curricular activities, and extracurricular activities.
Supplemental Assistance
30. While the District may supplement ELL services with additional assistance, such
as native language support provided by bilingual paraprofessionals, content-area
support in English by teachers who have received the training required by
paragraph 36, academic monitoring, remedial literacy programming (e.g., READ
180), peer tutoring, progress management tools (including but not limited to, the
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) and Fountas & Pinnell), and
compensatory services, these services shall not be a substitute for the ELL services
required by paragraph 26 above. The District shall include the provisions of this
paragraph in its ELL Handbook.
31. In order for such supplemental services to count toward the ELL services recorded
on the ELL caseload reports required by paragraph 19, these services shall be
provided by teachers who are TESOL-certified, bilingual-certified, or adequately
trained in sheltering techniques, including at least the training required by
paragraph 37.
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Instructional Staff
32. The District shall adequately train its teachers of ELLs to ensure that they provide
quality ELL services to ELLs across the ELP and grade levels they are assigned to
teach.
33. The District shall actively recruit TESOL-certified teachers and teachers who are
trained to shelter content for ELLs for relevant teaching positions. In addition, the
District shall actively recruit bilingual staff, staff trained in working with ELLs,
and staff with fluency in one or more of the languages of the District’s ELLs for
relevant teaching and administrative positions, in particular for Special Education
teacher and paraprofessional positions.
34. Toward that end, the District’s notices regarding employee vacancies shall express
an interest in candidates with ESL, TESOL, sheltered content, or bilingual
certifications and language fluency in a language other than English.
35. By the date of execution of this Agreement, the District shall ensure that a TESOLcertified teacher provides all ESL instruction. To meet this requirement, the District
shall utilize all viable methods or resources to recruit, hire, assign, and/or train
adequate numbers of TESOL-certified teachers for its ELLs.
36. During the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years, all District teachers,
principals, and assistant principals shall complete 20 hours of intensive training
on instructional strategies for working with ELLs. Fifteen of these hours will be
direct training and the other 5 hours will be in-classroom application and
coaching. The training modules and levels are presented in the Attachment.
37. During the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years, the District shall ensure that
all teachers of sheltered content classes to ELLs complete at least 45 hours of
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intensive training on instructional strategies for working with ELLs. Twenty-five to
thirty of these hours shall be direct training, and the other fifteen to twenty hours
shall be in-classroom application and coaching to ensure transfer of the training to
the teacher’s content classrooms. To be considered on track to complete this
training within three years, the teacher must complete at least 15 hours of training
per year. This professional development shall focus on practical classroom
application of instructional strategies appropriate for planning, delivering, and
sheltering content for ELLs within the context of standards-based unit and lesson
planning, instruction, and assessment and shall include sufficient opportunities for
modeling, practicing, and receiving feedback regarding such strategies. See the
Attachment.
38. The District shall provide training to principals and a forum for discussion
through mandated principal training at least three times a year regarding the
following topics:
a. The requirements of this Settlement Agreement;
b. How to schedule ESL by proficiency level to maximize instructional time;
and
c. How to evaluate ESL and sheltered content teachers, whether they are
teaching core content to both general education and ELL students or
teaching in classrooms exclusive to ELLs, including how evaluations may
be completed with the assistance of other staff with expertise in ELL
instruction, how to ensure the evaluations are rigorous, and how to
maximize improvement in the delivery of services to ELLs consistent with
the instructional practices required in paragraphs 27 and 28 above;
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39. The District shall ensure that newly hired teachers complete the training required
by this Agreement no later than two years from their date of hire.
40. The ELL Administrator shall have the authorization of the District’s
Superintendent to require the principals in the District to take specific actions with
respect to the provision of ELL services, provided they do not conflict with this
Settlement Agreement. The District shall evaluate each principal annually on his or
her role in: (a) compliance with this Settlement Agreement, (b) the effective
provision of ELL services generally and implementation of the District’s ELL
policies in his/her school, and (c) leading the linguistic and academic success of
ELL students at his/her school. Principals who do not receive a satisfactory rating
regarding his or her role in (a), (b), or (c) during a rating period are required to take
appropriate action as outlined by the ELL Administrator and/or their immediate
supervisor. The ELL Administrator shall provide supervisors of principals with the
District’s assessments of the quality of the ELL program at each school. The
Superintendent or his/her designee shall consider these assessments in
identifying areas of remediation for the principal. Principals who do not show
acceptable progress may be subject to contract nonrenewal or corrective action up to
and including termination of employment.
Special Education
41. The District shall provide both special education services and ELL services by
qualified personnel to each ELL SWD in a manner appropriate to the student’s
individual needs. The District shall not deny ELL services solely due to the
nature or severity of the student’s disability, and shall not deny special education
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services based on ELL status.
42. No accommodations for or modifications to standard language proficiency
assessment procedures shall be implemented for SWD ELLs unless such
accommodations or modifications are determined necessary by the student’s IEP or
Section 504 team, through a documented team process. Similarly, the student’s IEP
or Section 504 team shall implement no modifications to the instructional model
through which such a student shall be provided ELL services unless such
modifications are determined necessary through a documented team process. Under
no circumstances shall the District deny ELL services entirely, unless, in rare cases,
the PPT team determines and documents in the IEP that the student’s disability is
so severe that it would be unreasonable to expect that the student will ever be
capable of using or understanding language.
43. When an ELL teacher has on his/her caseload an SWD ELL or an ELL who is
referred for a multi-factored evaluation, the ELL teacher shall participate in
decisions involving the evaluation or special education services, including but not
limited to evaluating whether the ELL requires an evaluation, whether the ELL
qualifies for special education services on the basis of a disability and not on the
basis of ELL status, developing and revising the ELL’s IEP, and participating in
the ELL’s reevaluation and IEP meetings.

44. The District shall ensure that the PPT team or Section 504 team of each SWD ELL
shall document and consider, and maintain in each SWD ELL’s special education
files:
a. A record of that student’s language proficiency testing results;
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b. A record of that student’s first language educational history, if any;
c. Documentation of the special education assessments used to determine
the student’s disability or special needs, the language in which special
education assessments were conducted, and the reasons for testing in
that language;
d. Documentation of the team’s consideration of any effect language
development issues might have on special education assessment results;
and
e. Documentation that specifically tracks the length of time from (i) the
initiation of any pre-referral interventions to (ii) the date of referral, (iii) the
date of evaluation, and (iv) the date on which an IEP or Section 504 Plan
was proposed.
45. The District shall further ensure that the PPT Team or Section 504 team of each
SWD ELL (in the course of annual or regular consideration or reconsideration of
the student’s educational needs in accordance with state and federal law governing
the provision of special education and related aids and services) shall document,
with specificity, in any new or revised IEP or Section 504 plan:
a. Any accommodations for or modifications to standard language proficiency
assessment procedures required by the student’s disability or special needs,
as well an explanation for why accommodations and/or modifications are
necessary;
b. The PPT team’s or Section 504 team’s consideration of the student’s
language needs and the extent to which they are affected, in any or all
domains, by the student’s disability or special needs;
c. The instructional model through which the student shall be provided ELL
services, as well as any modifications to the student’s educational
program required by the student’s disability or special needs, and an
explanation for why any such modifications are necessary; and
d. Any other PPT team decision regarding the impact of disability upon the
delivery of ELL services, or the impact of limited English proficiency on
the delivery of special education services, and the basis for any
modifications determined necessary.
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46. The ELL Administrator or his/her designee and the Special Education Director
shall monitor ELL services provided to students with IEPs using quarterly reports
generated from the ELL Service Database, and will collaborate with the building
administrators as appropriate to implement the Tiered Services plan.
47. The District’s notices regarding its special education vacancies shall express an
interest in candidates with ESL and bilingual credentials and foreign language
fluency.
Scheduling of Services
48. By April 1, 2014, the District shall provide training to all personnel at each
school who are involved in assigning/scheduling ELLs to classes, including
appropriate guidance staff, and principals, on the following:
a. The ELL Program and services offered at each school and the obligations
set forth in paragraphs 22-29 of this Agreement;
b. Using ELP levels, assessment scores, and teacher recommendations to
determine proper classroom assignments for ELLs;
c. Using the list(s) of faculty with TESOL certifications and training in
sheltering techniques, and the list(s) of classes they teach to ensure ELLs
are assigned to qualified teachers; and
d. Conferring with the school principal or his/her designee regarding
classroom assignments to ensure ELLs are properly assigned and ELL
staff time is effectively utilized.
The District also shall adopt reasonable requirements so that all new employees who
are involved in assigning/scheduling ELLs but are hired after December 2, 2013, are
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required to complete the training required by this paragraph within the first two (2)
months of employment with the District.
49. Pursuant to paragraphs 36 and 37, the Administrator shall provide to the school
principals every semester a report indicating what ELL-related training teachers
at that school have completed, including information related to TESOL
certification and whether the sheltered content teachers are on track to complete
the training required by paragraph 37 within three years. The school principals
shall be required to provide this information to all personnel at each school who
are involved in assigning/scheduling ELLs to classes.
Resource Allocation and Materials
50. The District shall allocate appropriate funding to provide adequate
resources and instructional materials for students in the District’s ELL
program.
51. Within 60 days of the date of this Agreement, the District shall inventory existing
ESL and English Language Development materials in all content areas in grades
K-12. The District shall also survey ELL teachers and administrators to determine
which ELL materials are most effective and which ELL materials are needed.
The District shall provide its inventory and survey results to the United States for
its review and comment within 90 days of the execution of this Agreement.
52. After receiving recommendations by the United States, the District shall develop a
plan to purchase ELL materials. Such plan shall ensure that all instructional
materials for ELLs are appropriate and sufficient with respect to the ELLs’ ELP
levels, ages, grades, and subject areas of instruction. These materials shall include
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ESL and ELD materials for ELL classes that are appropriate for the ELP levels of
the enrolled ELLs. For sheltered content classes, the District shall ensure that core
materials include an ELL component and/or supplemental materials for ELLs to
render the content accessible to ELLs.
53. The District shall ensure that each school provides materials in quantities
that are sufficient for the number of ELLs enrolled in that school.
Monitoring
54. The District shall monitor all schools enrolling ELLs to ensure that the above
requirements in this Agreement are being appropriately and adequately
implemented.
55. If at any time the District learns that any ELL is not receiving ELL services as
called for under this Agreement, it shall take reasonable steps to ensure that
appropriate ELL services are provided to the student at that student’s assigned
school within 30 days of learning of the lack of ELL services.
56. The District shall implement a system for monitoring the academic performance of
current and recently exited (i.e., exited within the past two years) ELLs. The
District shall conduct a semi-annual review of current ELLs with ELP Levels 1 to 5
by reviewing at least their grades, standardized test scores, summative and
formative ELL assessments, and progress reports. If this review indicates that the
ELL needs additional ELL services, the District shall initiate an appropriate level of
ELL services as soon as possible but by no later than 30 days. The District shall
monitor former ELLs and opt-out ELLs quarterly by reviewing at least their grades,
standardized test scores, and progress reports to determine if these students need
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any academic support services (e.g., tutoring) or need to be reentered (or entered
for the first time in the case of opt-out ELLs) into ELL services. If a student being
monitored under this paragraph fails to make academic progress, as measured by
grades and assessments, at any time during the monitoring period, and if a schoolbased team familiar with the student determines that this failure is due to a lack of
English proficiency, the school shall notify the student’s parent/guardian of the
opportunity for the student to receive ELL services (and document this offer), and
if the parent consents in writing, the District shall provide the student with adequate
and appropriate ELL services.
57. The District shall evaluate the effectiveness of its ELL program to determine
whether its language services are overcoming language barriers within a
reasonable period of time and enabling students to participate meaningfully
and equally in educational programs.
58. To measure program effectiveness, at a minimum the District shall
disaggregate ELP assessments results, standardized test scores (including Title
I content assessments), retention-in-grade rates, graduation rates, and
enrollment in special education, enrichment, gifted and talented, and other
advanced learning programs (e.g., Advanced Placement, honors) by school and
specific language program (e.g., ESL, bilingual, New Arrivals, etc.) to analyze
longitudinally a cohort of students by school and ELL Program to assess
whether students enrolled in each Program model are overcoming language
barriers within a reasonable period of time and participating meaningfully and
equally in educational programs relative to their native-English-
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speaking/never-ELL peers.3

59. The District shall complete its longitudinal study by the end of the 2015-16
school year and provide the results of that study to the United States by
August 1, 2016.
60. The District shall use the results of current and future longitudinal studies to
inform ELL program decisions and improve the effectiveness of ELL
programs. The District shall notify the United States in writing annually by
August 1 of all proposed substantive changes to its ELL programs, including
those based on the results of the longitudinal study. If the United States
objects to the proposed changes because they do not meet the terms of this
Agreement or the EEOA, the United States shall notify the District in writing.
If the parties are unable to resolve the objections within 60 days of the written
notice, the United States may pursue relief under the enforcement provisions
in Paragraphs 64 - 65.

3 All students in the cohort should be evaluated for the entire longitudinal period and
their ELL, former ELL, or never- ELL status should be recorded in the analysis each year
they are in the cohort. So long as a student remains in the Stamford Public Schools, the
student should not be removed from the cohort if s/he achieves English proficiency
during the period of analysis, or for any other reason.
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ANNUAL REPORTING TO THE UNITED STATES
61. The District agrees to respond fully to requests from the United States for
information and documents related to ELL services within thirty days unless
exigent circumstances require an extension or shorter response time.
62. In addition to the reporting obligations set forth above, the District shall
provide to the United States annual reports detailing its efforts to comply with
the provisions of this Agreement. The District shall submit the annual reports
outlined herein each year by July 1, with the first report due July 1, 2014. If any
of the information required for the annual report in a particular school year is
available in a document that the District already has prepared to comply with
the No Child Left Behind Act (20 U.S.C. § 6301, et seq.) or other federal law,
state law, or regulation, the District may include the document in its annual
report and indicate the section of the annual report to which the document
applies. The annual reports shall include the following information about the
school year preceding each annual report:
a. the quarterly ELL caseload reports for each school;
b. a list of all ELL teachers and long-term substitutes, including for each teacher
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their school, grade, language(s) they speak, certification(s), and whether
they are on track to complete the training required by paragraph 37 within
three years;
c. a list of all ELL-related training provided to District personnel,
including a description of the content of each training, the date(s) of the
training, and the number and type of District personnel who attended
the training (e.g., all 7 TESOL and 10 special education teachers in
grades 9-12). The list shall be separated by:
i. training provided to teachers and administrators pursuant to Paragraph
36;
ii. training provided to teachers of sheltered content classes to ELLs
pursuant to Paragraph 37;
iii. training provided to principals pursuant to Paragraph 38; and
iv. all other ELL-related training.
d. the number and percentage of students by school, grade, native
language, and special education status who met the criteria for exiting
the District’s ELL programs;
e. the number and percentage of ELL students by school, grade, native
language, and special education status who have not exited because they
do not meet the criteria for exiting ELL services set by the State of
Connecticut;
f. if the District determined that an SWD ELL’s disability is so severe that it
would be unreasonable to expect that the student will ever be capable of
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using or understanding language, a copy of this written determination;
g. for each school, the number of special education teachers and
paraprofessionals with ESL/ELD or bilingual training and/or
certification(s), noting the type of training and/or certification(s), and the
foreign language(s) that the teacher or paraprofessional speaks fluently;
h. the number of ELLs by grade and native language who: (i) were
referred for special education services, (ii) were found eligible for such
services, and (iii) received such services;
i.

a copy of the current District’s ELL Handbook;

j.

a detailed accounting of the estimated costs and funding sources, including
federal and state funds that the District has spent and expects to spend on
fulfilling its EEOA obligations under this Agreement to ELLs for the
previous and upcoming school years. This detailed accounting shall include
at least: (a) the allocations of any and all federal funds; (b) the funds spent
on and to be spent on training; (c) the funds spent on and to be spent on
instructional materials and books; (d) the funds spent on hiring new certified
ELL teachers for the previous and upcoming school years; and (e) the funds
spent on and to be spent on training new ELL teachers;

k. an inventory of any new ELL materials acquired since the prior year’s
inventory by school, subject, and grade;
l.

copies of each principal evaluation required in Paragraph 40;

m. copies of the quarterly monitoring reports of former ELLs and opt-out
ELLs required by paragraph 56, including a list of any students who were
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entered into or reentered into ELL services by the date of their entry or
reentry; and
n. any other information that the Division believes will be helpful.

ENFORCEMENT
63. The District shall maintain electronic and hard copy records of information and
data pertinent to compliance with the terms of this Agreement and understands
that by signing this Agreement, it agrees to provide data and other information
in a timely manner in accordance with the reporting requirements of this
Agreement. Further, the District understands that during the monitoring of this
Agreement, if necessary, the United States, through its representatives and any
consultant or expert it may retain, may visit the District, interview staff and
students, and request such additional reports, information, or data as are
necessary for the United States to determine whether the District has fulfilled
the terms of this Agreement and is in compliance with the EEOA. The District
shall honor any such requests by making the requested reports, information, or
data available to the United States for its review and duplication within 30 days
unless exigent circumstances require a shorter response time.
64. If any part of this Agreement is for any reason held to be invalid, unlawful, or
otherwise unenforceable by a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision
shall not affect the validity of any other part of the Agreement. Furthermore,
the District and United States shall confer within 30 days of any such decision
to determine whether to revise the Agreement or supplement the Agreement in
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response to the court’s decision.
65. The District understands and acknowledges that in the event of a breach by the
District of this Agreement, the United States may initiate judicial proceedings
to enforce the EEOA and the specific commitments and obligations of the
District under this Agreement; provided that the United States agrees that it will
not initiate or pursue any enforcement action without first attempting to resolve
issues by negotiating in good faith for 30 days,
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ATTACHMENT
Staff Training:
All teachers, assistant principals, and principals will complete 20 hours of intensive
training on working with ELL students over three years (the Initial Training). Fifteen
of these 20 hours will consist of direct training, conducted by the Training for All
Teachers Program at Southern Connecticut State University, as reflected in Modules 1
to 6 below. This program, developed by a professional team from Southern
Connecticut State University, consists of intensive modules designed to train educators
in the use of sheltered instruction strategies. The additional 5 hours will involve inclassroom coaching, which will consist of applying the strategies and techniques
learned in the direct 15 hours of training in classes of ELL students with feedback from
a coach.
In addition to the Initial training, all sheltered content teachers of ELL students will
receive an additional 25 hours of professional development in sheltering content
instruction, including 15 hours of direct instruction and 10 hours of in-classroom
coaching on the strategies covered in the direct instruction (the Advanced Training).
The 15 hours of direct instruction will consist of 5 hours for Modules 7 and 8, and an
additional 10 hours of training on the application of research- based, effective strategies
for teaching academic vocabulary, reading comprehension, and writing strategies for
ELL students and integrating these strategies into cohesive sheltered content lessons.
The District will submit its proposal for these additional 10 hours to the United States
for its review and approval by March 21, 2014.
The direct training component, “Best Instructional Practices for English Language
Learners,” is organized as follows:
Initial Training:
Module 1 - Laying the Foundation (second language acquisition theory)
Module 2 - Making the Content Comprehensible to ELL students
(contextualizing lessons, making academic text comprehensible, making
classroom dialogue comprehensible)
Module 3 - Engaging ELL students - Creating Opportunities for Interaction
(strategies for questioning and responding to ELL students)
Module 4 - Putting it All Together (review of sheltered instruction strategies;
protocol for identifying optimal instructional strategies for use in one’s own
classroom)
Module 5 - Linguistic and Content Assessment (how to maximize the use of LAS Links
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scores and guide content area teachers in implementing sheltered instruction strategies
at each English proficiency level; how to make Common Core standards accessible to
ELL students)
Module 6 - Vocabulary Development for Literacy for ELL students (strategies for
breaking down intense academic texts)
Coaching - 5 hours (see description below)
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Advanced Training:
Module 1- Laying the Foundation (second language acquisition theory)
Module 2 - Making the Content Comprehensible to ELL students (contextualizing
lessons, making academic text comprehensible, making classroom dialogue
comprehensible) (Additional direct instruction on strategies for improving the reading
and writing skills of ELL students will occur in the “Application” component of the
Advanced Training described below.)
Module 3 - Engaging ELL students- Creating Opportunities for Interaction
(strategies for questioning and responding to ELL students)
Module 4 - Putting it All Together (review of sheltered instruction strategies;
protocol for identifying optimal instructional strategies for use in one’s own
classroom) (Additional direct instruction on strategies for improving the reading and
writing skills of ELLs will occur in the “Application” component of the Advanced
training described below.)
Module 5 - Linguistic and Content Assessment (how to maximize the use of LAS
Links scores and guide content area teachers in implementing sheltered instruction
strategies at each proficiency level; how to make common core standards accessible to
ELLs)
Module 6 - Vocabulary Development for Literacy for ELL students (strategies for
breaking down intense academic texts) (Additional direct instruction on
vocabulary development and making vocabulary accessible will occur in the
“Application” component of the Advanced Training described below.)
Module 7 - How to differentiate between a Learning Disability and Language
Development and research-based, effective strategies for appropriately serving ELL
students with disabilities
Module 8 - Peer to Peer Coaching (review of sheltered instruction strategies and how
staff can use peer coaching and training models to help ensure that sheltered
instruction strategies are applied effectively and consistently)
Application -10 hours - Direct instruction with a focus on how the sheltered instruction
strategies learned in Modules 1-8 will be delivered through in-classroom application.
Direct instruction will include how to plan and deliver sheltered content lessons that
integrate vocabulary development, reading, and writing strategies for ELL students at
varying levels of English proficiency.
Coaching - 10 hours (see description below)
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In-classroom Coaching:
The trained teachers’ and administrators’ in-classroom application of the strategies and
techniques learned will be observed by a trained consultant with expertise in sheltered
instructional strategies as well as by certain district and building personnel, including
representatives from the ELL Department. The purpose of this component of the
professional development is to ensure the transfer and appropriate use of strategies
taught in the direct instruction to the classes enrolling ELL students, and to further
assist teachers and administrators in helping ELL students access content area
instruction.
Application of the use of strategies and techniques will be observed and
addressed by the following:
• ELL focus walks
• Coaching instructional team through the implementation of sheltered
instruction strategies
• Reviewing ELL student progress
• Providing additional professional development in response to requests from
Instructional Data Teams (IDTs) or building personnel
• The use of observational charts focusing on the use of sheltered
strategies and on vocabulary development, reading, and writing
Cohort Model:
The 20-hour Initial Training for all teachers and administrators will be provided in a 2cohort model. In SY2013-14, all elementary teachers and administrators (Cohort 1)
will receive at least 10 hours of direct training. Elementary teachers will be trained first
because the majority of Stamford’s ELL students are in the lower elementary grades. In
SY2014-15, all secondary teachers and administrators (Cohort 2) will receive at least
10 hours of direct training. In SY2015-16, all teachers and administrators will receive 5
additional hours of direct training designed to further assist teachers in enabling ELL
students to access content-area instruction.
Also in SY2015-16, all teachers and administrators will complete 5 hours of the inbuilding application and coaching portion of the Initial Training. Elementary and
secondary teachers assigned to teach sheltered content classes to ELL students will
receive the additional 25 hours of the Advanced Training and must complete at least 15
hours of training in each school year to be on track to complete the Advanced Training
by the end of SY2015-16.
Monitoring of Professional Development:
To ensure teachers complete the training required by the Agreement on time, the District
will:
• Track teacher and administrator attendance at professional development
sessions, and review staff evaluations of professional development.
• Adjust training, as necessary, based on the feedback provided in the
evaluation of the professional development program.
• The ELL Department will conduct building observations of teacher and
230

administrator implementation of the instructional strategies addressed in
training to ensure their effective and appropriate transfer to the classrooms
of ELLs.
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APPENDIX F
MEASURING TEACHER LEARNING OVER 5 YEARS:
COMMITMENTS TO IMPLEMENTING SHELTERED STRATEGIES
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APPENDIX G
MEASURING TEACHER LEARNING OVER 5 YEARS:
COMMITMENTS TO CHANGING PRACTICE, UNALIGNED TO SHELTERED
STRATEGIES
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APPENDIX G
MEASURING TEACHER LEARNING OVER 5 YEARS
COMMITMENTS TO CHANGING PRACTICE NOT SPECIFIC TO
SHELTERED STRATEGIES
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APPENDIX G
MEASURING TEACHER LEARNING OVER 5 YEARS
COMMITMENTS TO CHANGING PRACTICE NOT SPECIFIC TO
SHELTERED STRATEGIES
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APPENDIX H
AIDA WALQUI’S (2000) TEN PRINCIPLES FOR DESIGNING INSTRUCTION FOR
IMMIGRANT STUDENTS

Principle 1: The culture of the classroom fosters the development of a community of
learners, and all students are part of that community.

Principle 2: Good language teaching involves conceptual and academic development.

Principle 3: Students’ experiential background is used as a point of departure and an
anchor in the exploration of new ideas.

Principle 4: Teaching and learning focus on substantive ideas that are organized
cyclically.

Principle 5: New ideas and tasks are contextualized.

Principle 6: Academic strategies, socio-cultural expectations, and academic norms are
taught explicitly.

Principle 7: Tasks are relevant, meaningful, engaging, and varied.

Principle 8: Complex and flexible forms of collaboration maximize learners’
opportunities to interact while making sense of language and content.

Principle 9: Students are given multiple opportunities to extend their understandings and
apply their knowledge.

Principle 10: Authentic assessment is an integral part of teaching and learning.
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APPENDIX I
TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES TO INFORM RESEARCH QUESTION #4

1. Identification and Placement
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APPENDIX I
Teacher Survey Responses to Inform Research Question #4
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APPENDIX I
Teacher Survey Responses to Inform Research Question #4

2. Student Visibility
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APPENDIX I
TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES TO INFORM RESEARCH QUESTION #4
2. Student Visibility Continued
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APPENDIX I
TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES TO INFORM RESEARCH QUESTION #4
3. Cultivating Communities

241

APPENDIX I
TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES TO INFORM RESEARCH QUESTION #4
3. Cultivating Communities Continued
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APPENDIX I
TEACHER SURVEY RESPONSES TO INFORM RESEARCH QUESTION #4
3. Cultivating Communities Continued
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APPENDIX J
INTERVIEW WITH INSTRUCTIONAL COACHES PROTOCOL

Questions asked via email around the efficacy of the professional development program:

1. Has the PD around ELs that began in 2011 in your district been effective, e.g. if its
goals were to improve the education of ELs in your district, do you feel that the districtwide intervention accomplished this goal? If yes, can you support your claim with
evidence (albeit anecdotal)?

2. In what ways have you seen/heard of increased growth in student academic
performance, changes in student behavior, levels of engagement?

3. In what ways do you feel teachers' attitudes, affect (the way they respond, emotionally,
to the needs to ELs), instructional practices, and/or assessment practices have changed as
a result of the EL PD throughout the district?

4. What do you feel you, as EL Coaches, and/or school administration can provide to
support teachers to effectively implement their newly learned sheltered practices?
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